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ABSTRACT
ALTERNATIVE EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENTS:
MARGINAL LEARNER PERCEPTIONS OF CURRICULUM
CONDITIONS IN PUBLIC ALTERNATIVE HIGH SCHOOLS
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Directed by: Professor Robert L. Sinclair
This exploratory study examined the perceptions of
learners toward the educational environments of selected
alternative schools. The differences between the per-
ceptions of learners on the margins of the school and the
perceptions of other students were a major priority for
the project. Further, the social and academic characteris-
tics of learners served by alternative schools were
considered. Learners on the margins of school environments
were defined as students who confronted an ongoing mismatch
between dominant environmental conditions and their own
learning needs and conduct.
Thirty-one public alternative high schools in six
Eastern states were selected as a sample for this study.
These alternative educational environments were selected
because they have attempted to change conventional learning
conditions that contributed to the difficulties of previously
marginal learners.
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Since there had been no previous research on the
marginal learner problem in the context of alternative
schools, a survey instrument designed to measure student
perceptions of eleven environmental variables likely to
influence interactions with alternative schools was con—
structed. The data gathered by this instrument were
related to the following three major research questions.
QUESTION 1. What are the perceptions of all learners in
sampled alternative schools toward selected
conditions which are likely to influence
their interactions with the learning
environment?
QUESTION 2. What are the differences between the percep-
tion of marginal learners and the perceptions
of other learners toward selected variables
of the educational environments of sampled
alternative schools?
QUESTION 3. What differences exist between marginal learners
and other learners in sampled alternative
schools along selected demographic and academic
variables?
The following findings resulted from four approaches
to the first major research question. First, sampled alter-
native schools were found to differ in a statistically
significant way (p< .001) along all selected environmental
dimensions. Second, schools scoring highest on nine environ-
mental variables were characterized by specific environmental
conditions that were not present in schools scoring lowest on
each variable. Third, schools rated lowest on six environ-
mental variables were distinguished by specific environmental
conditions that were not characteristic of schools scoring
highest on these variables. Fourth, ten specific conditions
viii
of alternative educational environments were perceived in
a similar way by more than ninety percent of all sampled
students. In sum, alternative schools were described in
terms of perceived environmental attributes that encouraged
or discouraged learning.
The perceptions of marginal and other learners were
compared through two approaches to the second major research
question. First, statistically significant differences
(p^.OOl) between marginal and non-marginal perceptions
were estimated along nine of eleven environmental dimensions
of alternative schools. On eight of these nine dimensions,
the perceptions of marginal and non-marginal learners were
consistently different, regardless of the cultural background,
social class, or gender of students.
Second, statistically significant differences (p< .02)
between the perceptions of marginal and non-marginal learners
were estimated across fifteen selected schools on five environ-
mental variables—Outreach, Communication, Discrimination,
Clarity and Extra-School Priorities. Environmental conditions
that were perceived differently by learners on the margins
suggested potential curriculum difficulties in alternative
schools
.
In response to the third major research question, the
student population of sampled alternative schools could be
described as culturally varied, with slightly higher than
average social class backgrounds, and with a slightly larger
percentage of female students. Twenty-two percent of the
ix
surveyed students were identified as marginal to the
learning environments. Marginal students were propor-
tionally more likely to be black, male, lower class, and
below average in verbal ability.
The findings of exploratory investigations like
this one must be treated as tenuous. Nevertheless, this
evidence suggests that sampled alternative schools have
not yet resolved the persistant problem of learners on
the margins.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Educators and pupils confront on a daily basis a para-
doxical characteristic of their institutions—almost every
learning environment they create matches the learning needs
of some, but not all, of the learners. On the margins of
most schools and classrooms in the United States, some
learners consistently experience the learning environment as
blocking or inhibiting to an important degree both desirable
and individually preferred ways of learning and behaving.
Since they disconnect where others thrive, these learners
are typically viewed by the schools as ’’problem people” or
’’difficult students,” Too often, they perceive these mis-
leading interpretations of the mismatch between the environ-
ment and themselves to mean that they are not successful or
important. Also, they might deny the existence of this
interface between themselves and the school environment by
dropping out or avoiding full commitment to learning.
Concern for such learners served as one important
impetus behind the movement to create alternative high school
learning environments—designed, in part, to match the needs
of increasing numbers of learners who were disconnected from
and dissatisfied with their high schools. Nevertheless,
most alternative high schools report the same institutional
1
2problem a mismatch between dominant environmental conditions
and the learning needs and conduct of some of their learners.
The persistence of the institutional problem of marginal
learners, even in alternative high schools, suggests that
educators lack adequate data as to what environmental condi-
tions and events are necessary to insure that some pupils are
not forced to the edges of their classrooms.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the present study was to examine the
perceptions of two groups of learners—those who were dis-
connected from alternative school environments and those who
were involved and productive in these settings. This purpose
had three major components. First, the investigator sought
to collect the perceptions of all alternative school students
toward specific environmental and individual conditions which
were likely to influence their interactions with the alter-
native school. The intention here was to develop and field
test a survey questionnaire designed to measure environments
in alternative high schools. As a result of this effort,
characteristics of sampled alternative schools were described
according to the collective perceptions of all their students.
Second, the researcher compared the views of learners
identified as marginal in these environments to the views of
their more involved and productive classmates. The intent
here was to identify perceived differences between these
groups
.
3Third, demographic and academic information for each
student was collected in order to describe the social class,
cultural background, gender and verbal ability of marginal
and other learners. Finally, an analysis of the social
and academic characteristics of students served by alterna-
tive schools was completed.
For each of the three components of the purpose of
the study, a major research question and related specific
questions have been defined. Together, the following major
and specific research questions guide the study.
QUESTION 1. What are the perceptions of all learners in
sampled alternative schools toward selected
conditions which are likely to influence their
interactions with the learning environment?
A. Do student perceptions toward selected
environmental variables differ across
the sampled schools?
B. What environmental conditions are
characteristic of schools scoring highest on
each survey variable, and not characteristic
of schools scoring lowest on each variable?
C. Which environmental conditions are
characteristic of schools shoring lowest
on each survey variable, and not character-
istic of schools scoring highest on each
variable?
D. Which survey items produce the greatest
areement among the views of all sampled
students?
4QUESTION 2. What are the differences between the perceptions
of marginal learners and the perceptions of
other learners toward selected variables of the
educational environments of sampled alternative
schools?
A, Do the pooled perceptions of all marginal
learners differ from the pooled perceptions
of al] other learners toward each
environmental variable?
B. Do the perceptions of marginal learners
toward each environmental variable differ
from the perceptions' of other learners
across sampled schools?
QUESTION 3. What differences exist between marginal learners
and other learners in sampled alternative
schools along selected demographic and academic
variables?
A. What are selected demographic and academic
characteristics of learners attending sampled
alternative schools?
B. Is the percentage of marginal learners who
have particular demographic or academic
characteristics greater or less than the
percentage of sampled students with the same
characteristics?
Definition of Terms
This section defines three terms frequently used in
the present study—learning environment, marginal learner
and alternative school. The purpose of these definitions
is to clearly indicate important assumptions and perspec-
tives that provide direction for the study.
Learning Environments
Learning environments consist of a variety of cognitive,
5affective and physical conditions and happenings that in-
fluence individual behavior. In brief, the learner is exposed
to a sequence of learning tasks, a collection of learning
materials and the influence of individual personalities and
expectations. Supporting the determinant power of these
conditions; and happenings
,
John Dewey described environment
as
:
. . . the particular medium in which an indi-
vidual exists which leads him to see and feel
one thing rather than another.
. . it strength-
ens some beliefs and weakens others.
. . it
gradually produces in him a certain system of
behavior.
. . In brief, the environment con-
sists of those conditions that promote or
hinder, stimulate or inhibit the characteristic
activities of a living being.
1
Analyzing the role of environment in selecting and
shaping behavior, many other writers (Anastasi,^ Bloom,
^
Pace, Skinner, Stern ) have defined environment as a
^John Dewey, Democracy and Education (London: The
MacMillan Company, 1916; The Free Press, 1968), p. 1.
2Anne Anastasi, "Heredity, Environment and the Question
'How?'," Psychological Review
.
65 ( 1958) : 196-207.
3Benjamin Bloom, Human Characteristics and School
Learning (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1976).
4
C. Robert Pace, College and University Environment
Scales: 'Technical Manual
.
2nd ed. (Princeton: Educational
Testing Service, 1969).
B. F. Skinner, Beyond Freedom and Dignity (New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1971).
^George Stern, "Characteristics of the Intellectual
Climate in Colleges and Universities," Harvard Educational
Review, 1963.
6powerful determinant of behavior. Getzels and Thelen'^ suggest
that it is the learner's perception of environmental roles
and expectations that guides his individual behavior. The
operant assumption in this approach holds that behavior in
school is a function of the relationship between the indivi-
dual and his/her school surroundings. As Benjamin Bloom
summarizes the views of environmentalists,
We regard the environment as providing a net-
work of forces and factors which surround,
engulf, and play on the individual. Although
some individuals may resist this network, it
will only be the extreme and rare individuals
who can completely avoid or escape from these
forces. The environment is a shaping and
reinforcing force which acts on the individual.
Reversing Bloom, it could also be said that the indi-
vidual and group are shaping and reinforcing forces who act
on the environment to create contexts for their own behavior.
Systematic philosophical analyses of the determinant power of
9 10
environments (Freire, Sartre ) also stress with liberating
hope the transforming powers of individuals over the environ-
7Jacob W. Getzels and Herbert A. Thelen, "The Class as
a Unique Social System," Chapter in Yearbook of the National
Society for the Study of Education
.
1960.
Q
Benjamin Bloom, Stability and Change in Human Charac-
teristics (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1964), p. 187.
^Paulo Freire, Pedagogy of the Oppressed (New York:
Herder and Herder, 1972).
^^Jean Paul Sartre, Search for a Method (New York:
Vintage Books, 1968).
%
7ments they create and re-create continually. With debts
going back to William James, ^ "cognitive constructivist"
psychologists (Harvey, Hunt & Schroder, Kelly, Piaget^"^)
elaborate on the role of perception as an influence on be-
havior by stressing the conceptual systems individuals use
to construct, anticipate and actively respond to environments.
Thus, learning environments are mediated by the way people
create and experience them.
Therefore, it was assumed in the present study that
humans are "stimulus-seeking". They choose which features of
an environment to respond to, and thus contribute to the
worlds which determine their behavior. For this reason,
information concerning the perceptions of learners toward
the stimuli produced by school environments provides educators
with important clues to the sources of variations in student
behavior.
^^William James, Principles of Psychology (New York:
Henry Holt & Co., 1890.)
^^0. Harvey, D. Hunt, and H. Schroder, Conceptual Sys-
tems and Personality Organization (New York: John Wiley &
Sons
,
1961 )
.
^^George Kelly, The Psychology of Personal Constructs ,
2 vol. (New York: W. W. Norton & Co., 1955).
^"^Jean Piaget, Biology and Knowledge (Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 1971).
^^The meaning of the eleven environmental dimensions
used in the present study is detailed and discussed in
Chaptsr II and included in Appendix A for reference purposes.
8Marginal Learner
The terra "marginal learner" refers to students who are
disconnected from full and satisfying involvement in school.
Whether the disconnection is a temporary phenomenon or a more
permanent condition, marginal learners experience their school
surroundings and activities as seriously disturbing, block-
ing or refuting their attempts to learn. As a result, such
pupils tend to avoid (or deny the importance of) active
participation in the social system and learning activities of
the school.
Among anthropologists and sociologists, the concept
of marginality was refined in three stages. First developed
by Robert Park in 1928 to refer to persons on the boundaries
between racial or ethnic groups, the concept of marginality
was applied to a person who lived and shared intimately in
the cultural life and traditions of two peoples. In this
application, the primary criterion for identification as a
marginal person was that each parent be a member of a dif-
1 fiferent culture. Later, the concept of marginality was
employed to describe the situation of a person who occupied
a peripheral role between two interfacing institutions or
17
cultural complexes which were largely exclusive. Finally,
^^Robert E. Park, ’’Human Migration and the Marginal
Man,” American Journal of Sociology (May 1928): 892.
^^John F. Cuber, ’’Marginal Church Participants,”
Sociology and Social Research (1940):58.
9as currently used in the sociology of subcultures, marginality
has come to refer to the relationship between a person and
a group when that person is on the edge of the group, whether
this peripheral role places him/her automatically on the edge
1 8
of another group or not.
Put another way, the term "marginal learner" is a
shorthand substitution for the longer, more precise phrase
"learners on the margins of the school environment." In this
use of the term, the "margins" of a learning environment
are both a place and an experience. A particular kind of
relationship or interaction between a learner and the school
environment is stressed.
Supporting this emphasis on interaction as a focus for
defining the situation of the learner on the margins of the
environment, John Dewey also translates spatial metaphors
like being "in" or "on the margins" of an environment into
experiential terms.
The statement that individuals live in a
world means, in the concrete, that they live
in a series of situations. And when it is said
that they live ^ these situations, the mean-
ing of the world "in" is different from its
meaning when it is said that pennies are "in"
a pocket or paint is "in" a can. It means,
once more, that interaction is going on
between an individual and objects and other
persons. The conceptions of situation and of
interaction are inseparable from each other
.
An experience is always what it is because of
a transaction taking place between an indivi-
dual and what, at the time, constitutes his
^^David 0. Arnold, "Subculture Marginality," in David
0. Arnold, ed.
,
The Sociology of Subcultures (Berkeley: The
Glendessary Press, 1970), pp. 81-89.
10
environment, whether the latter consists of
persons with whom he is talking.
. . the sub-ject talked about... the toys with which he is
playing; the book he is reading or the materials
of an experiment he is performing. The environ-
ment, in other words, is whatever conditions
interact with personal needs, desires, purposes
and capacities to create the experience which
is had.
In sum, an educational environment consists of external
conditions, processes and forces which interact with an indi-
vidual's conceptual system, purposes and personal history
to create ongoing experiences for that individual. Thus,
learners on the margin of school environments have constrained
interactions with school situations seen as limiting by them.
They are "marginal"; first, in the sense that they are not
fully involved in the mainstream of school life; and, second,
in the sense that they are learning and contributing only a
fraction of what they are capable and thus working with only
a portion of their potential at school.
Finally, it is important to emphasize that "marginal-
ity" is not solely ^ the learner. Instead, as noted, it
is a condition of his/her interactions with an environment.
The person cannot be solely blamed for his or her margin-
ality; the environment must be considered. Thus, it is
possible to conceive of negative environments that one should
be marginal to: the classrooms of sadistic and dishonest
teachers, for example. In this study, it was assumed that
^^John Dewey, Experience and Education (New York:
Kappa Delta Pi, 1938), p. 4.
11
the problems of learners on the margins of school environ-
ments arise from the nature of the interaction between the
learner and the alternative school environment, and not from
the nature of the learner alone. This perspective allows
increased appreciation of the situation of the learner on
the margins, and .is an important shift in perspective that
probably has to precede genuine attempts to provide meaning-
ful and productive learning environments for these individuals.
Alternative School
Alternative schools have been defined by a former
director of the National Alternative Schools Program as "a
community of learners who have chosen a different means for
20
satisfying their educational desires." The difficulty with
such a definition lies in its generality and in its failure
to define how the school is different and from what the
school is different. The label "alternative" is meaningless
in the absence of specific differentiation with respect to
discrete, identifiable school goals, functions or practices.
This means that the components of schooling must 'first be
identified before alternative schools can be defined. Second,
possible variations in school design should be categorized
in relation to these components in a way that clearly
^^Phil DeTurk, P.S. 2001: The Story of the Pasadena
Alternative School (Bloomington: Phi Delta Kappa, 1974).
12
is-tss 6a.ch school modsl from other variations of
the same components. According to John Goodlad, some of this
conceptual work has been done, but no comprehensive taxonomy
of schooling components exists.
The problem of adequately defining an "alternative”
school, resting as it does on an incompletely formulated
base, has been confounded by the excessive rhetoric accom-
panying the alternative school movement. This rhetoric has
conveyed a misleading impression of widespread innovation
and change, when actually much more of the form than of the
substance in schooling has been challenged in practice. For
22
example, for Argyris, a behavioral analysis of the form
of organizational relationships in alternative schools and
of the operational "theories-in-use" of their participants
revealed few differences and overwhelming similarity between
alternative and conventional schools. Nevertheless, the
conceptual—and, in some cases, the actual—breakthroughs of
these schools are important as images of how schools can
continue to evolve.
The best definition of alternative schools that was
discovered, one that alludes to the basis from which the
^^John I. Goodlad, "Alternative Schooling; Language
and Meaning," Today's Education , January-February 1977, pp.
84-86.
^^Chris Argyris, "Alternative Schools: A Behavioral
Analysis," Teacher's College Record , 75 (May 1974).
13
alternative departs, can be summarized in the six criteria
for defining an alternative school proposed by Joe Nathan.
1. Voluntary admission for both students and
staff
;
2. Open to all students who fall within normal
achievement levels, on an equal basis;
3. Willing to provide opportunities for students,
staff and parents to help make decisions about
the school's policies and procedures;
4. Willing to help students learn in a variety of
settings (not just the school building) and
from a variety of people (not just those with
certification)
;
5. Moving away from:
a) required courses;
b) subject-centered curriculum toward
disciplinary curriculum;
inter-
c) credit system of graduation toward
tency-based graduation;
compe-
d) curriculum materials which reflect
one view of historical events and
of women and men;
only
roles
e) teacher as lecturer/presenter toward
teacher as facilitator;
6. Receives at least some "public" funds from
local, state or federal sources. 23
Nathan's six criteria imply, both directly and in-
directly, the components of schooling which are used as a
basis for comparison. Again, however, the basis for the
definition of an "alternative" is not made explicit, nor
is this basis suggested in rigorous terms. Nevertheless,
Nathan's six criteria do express relatively common charac-
teristics of the high school programs termed "alternative"
^^Joe Nathan, "Let's Be Extremely Frank: A Concise
History of Public Alternative School," New Schools Exchange
Newsletter, No. 132 (March 31, 1976):4-13.
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by public school districts in this study: the school-
without-walls programs, the dropout programs, the career
preparation schools, the street academies, the schools-
within-schools
,
the topical schools and the academically-
oriented alternatives.^^ This study accepts as its definition
of an alternative school the six criteria .proposed by Nathan,
while acknowledging them as a tentative formulation of a
complex issue.
One final communality noted, among alternative schools
should be appended to the definition of public alternative
high schools to highlight their pertinance for the present
study. Often, alternative students in each school clearly
chose to leave conventional school environments available
in their communities. In many instances, students gravitated
toward alternative schools because of their enthusiasm for
a new way of learning and their desire to use these new
means to explore different academic subjects or to make
decisions about their own education. These were the people
for whom the new school processes were created. Many other
students who chose to leave conventional high schools were
in some way marginal to their previous environments. A
percentage of these students came to alternative schools to
^'^For further description of the schools participating
in the present study and the methods for their selection,
consult Chapter III.
^^An extensive and useful body of literature related
to the definition of the alternative school has been produced
with the practicioner or parent in mind. Since this study
focuses on extending the theoretical frameworks used in con-
ceptualizing the alternative school environment, this important
practical base was not discussed in detail.
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get away from an undesirable previous school, more than to
embrace the spirit and purpose of the new learning condi-
tions. A third group of students had no choice about their
placement in alternative schools, and came as a last ditch
referral from traditional schools, or as a part of the school
system s efforts to avoid school desegregation suits.
As a consequence of these varied reasons for attending
alternative programs, many alternative schools had to cope
with a diverse group of students using a new framework of
curriculum and school processes designed for only one kind
of student—those ready to become self-motivated and self-
determining. When students who were not ready for the new
orthodoxy joined the alternative school, a new version of
the problem of marginal learners emerged. As they once had
in conventional schools, again in the alternative school,
diverse individuals struggled to find a place in a dominant
set of learning conditions not well suited for all of them.
For this reason, the alternative high school is a
particularly appropriate milieu in which to examine the
problem of learners who are marginal to school environments.
Alternative schools must take seriously the philosophy of
creating environments conducive to the individual and group
differences presented by learners who were previously marginal
in another setting. It is this ability to better meet the
learner's unique needs that gives reason for the existence
of an alternative school, and possibly the total alternative
16
school movement. Yet, little research exists to determine
the effectiveness with which alternative schools serve pre-
viously marginal learners. The present study is a descrip-
tive study serving to contribute to the investigation of
this issue.
Significance of the Study
When a school faces individual learners who do not
seem to work well there, the response is usually to initiate
motivational and disciplinary measures designed as thought-
ful, concerned attempts to fit their marginal learners back
into prevailing learning environments. The rationale for
these attempts normally refers to the legacy of educational
customs that have earned the imprimatur of tradition, and
to the school’s responsiblities for the many learners who
seem to work well under current conditions. Thus, when an
institution is challenged by a new need or a new idea, the
challenge is usually confronted by asking how the person
who differs can be served within the already established way
a school functions. In short, over time the existing organ-
ization of schools has often become an end in itself, rather
than a flexible means for increasing learning. Accordingly,
one way to ward off the persistent challenges to this
institutional legitimacy presented by individuals and groups
wno are not served by the schools is to stigmatize these
people as ’’problem people” or another label. Too often it is
17
the person on the margin who is blamed for the mismatch
between individuals and the learning environment.
The major theoretical significance of this study is
derived from consideration of the influence of educational
environments on the variations in the conduct of the learners
they serve. When the interaction between the marginal
learner and the school environment replaces the problematic
individual as the focus for study, the typical perspective
for viewing the problem of marginal learners is thrown into
question, and may shift. For when the effectiveness of
institutional practices with certain learners is investigated,
a different but familiar assumption is made—namely, that the
American public school should strive to effectively serve
each and all of its learners. Taking this assumption and
resulting objectives as a starting point may result in at-
tempts to reform institutional practices as part of the
effort to improve the match between learners and environ-
ments created for increasing their learning. In part, this
has been the major reasoning behind the creation of alter-
native schools; although it is not definitely known whether
or how these environments respond to individuals who are
still on the margins, even in the new set of school condi-
tions .
The significance of this study is also in the develop-
ment of an instrument for the measurement of selected
environmental and individual variables which are likely to
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influence a learner's involvement with alternative high
school environments. The construction of such an instru-
ment, although exploratory in nature, provides a practical
assessment method that uses the perceptions of learners toward
important aspects of their school and personal situations.
In simple terms, the instrument provides data as seen through
the eyes of learners. In this way, educators can gain needed
information about the impact of alternative school environ-
ments by examining the perceptions of their pupils toward
these environments. In particular, by comparing the views
of learners on the margins to the views of other learners,
alternative school staff
s
can gather information leading to
the identification of conditions and events in the school
which in part contribute to the marginal learner problem.
Although the environment of the alternative school is not
likely to be the only factor which influences the behavior
of marginal learners, it is one powerful factor the school
can re-design to promote improved involvement and results
in learning.
Next, the present study is important because it pro-
vides information about the demographic and academic charac-
teristics of learners served by public alternative high
schools. Like the challenging person in a school environment,
alternative schools have suffered and in some ways benefitted
from the confusion and threat their presence generated. In
particular, it was possible to harbor many misconceptions
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about the alternative school movement. For example, some
c^i'tics advance that alternative schools served only one
group of people (the white middle class, or the potential
dropouts, depending on the school district); or that alter-
native schools were synonymous with "free schools”, lacking
structure and rigor. The present study is a timely one.
Its measurement of selected demographic and educational
dimensions of an alternative school's environment and learners
provides information that helps to clarify these and other
images of the alternative school movement, at a time when
many school districts are implementing the alternative
"magnet school” approach to school desegregation.
The issue of integration is intimately connected to the
way a school provides learning environments suitable for
those people not adequately served by conventional means.
This issue may well mark one key difference between desegre-
gated and integrated settings. The new group of students
in a recently desegregated school is an apt example of a
group whose potential for at least temporary marginal status
is high. Techniques that tap the views of marginal learners
and that specify their difficulties and differences are
important in a systematic approach to integration. Before
the alternative school is chosen as a vehicle for desegrega-
tion, it must be determined whether it can do the job. While
this task is not the purpose of the present study , the infor-
mation gathered in this exploratory and descriptive study
20
will identify a procedure for determining the perceptions *of
students who might be alienated in a newly desegregated
setting. Moreover
,
data collected by means of the instru-
ment and procedure developed in this study provide important
^^^o^^s-tion for decision-making about curriculum and instruc-
tion that will correct conditions retarding the learning of
marginal individuals.
In sum, the specific variables which are used to des-
cribe alternative school environments also provide a frame
of reference for viewing the problem of marginal learners
which affects nearly every school. Research on the effects
of classroom environments suggests that the critical trans-
ferable content of an instructional method is the model of
learning implied by the teacher's approach. ° In other words,
at least one major model of learning lies embedded in each
prevailing organization of instruction. As a result, each
dominant set of environmental conditions favors or rewards
certain styles of learning and certain individuals, while it
may hinder or impede others. It is important, then, to
develop an analytic approach to factors influencing this
persistent problem common to many learning environments.
This investigation is significant because it advances eleven
variables for analyzing or viewing environments in alternative
^^Bruce Joyce, "Listening to Different Drummers; The
Effects of Teaching on Learning," Teachers College, 1974
(mimeographed)
.
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schools and in other high school settings. These variables
provide a frame for studying the interaction between marginal
and other learners and the educational environment.
For example, individuals on the margins of school may
differ from their classmates in their perceptions of the ap-
propriateness of special affirmative actions taken to involve
them in learning. Next, they may vary in their views of the
school's ability to solve organizational problems that affect
them individually. Further, some students may not know
clearly what the norms for acceptable personal conduct are,
while other students may receive needed information that does
not consistently reach learners on the margins. Some students
may be disconnected from school environments because they
are discriminated against, while other students may drift
into temporary alienation because they did not know what
was expected from them academically. The academic work may
be too difficult for some students, while not challenging
enough for others. Some students may not engage productively
with the school because they clash with a teacher , while
others may work regularly for the first time because of their
stimulating and desirable involvement with an instructor.
Historical and social factors in the lives of indivi-
duals also influence the way they interact with an institu-
tion. Some learners withdraw from school environments
because of their basic skill weaknesses and information
deficiencies. Where many have learned to achieve and survive
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in schools, others have developed crippling habits of poor
academic and disciplinary performance which handicap them in
current learning environments. In addition, many adolescents
are influenced by their peer groups both in and out of schools,
who form collective perceptions of what school is "really"
like and how appropriately to behave there. Finally, respon-
sibilities, difficulties and priorities in an individual's
home and community life directly impinge on involvement in
school. The present study seeks to determine if the views
of students in alternative high schools differ when measured
on these selected variables.
Delimitations of the Study
A perception is an evanescent phenomenon, and adoles-
cence is an elusive age. The problem and resulting findings
about learners on the margins of alternative schools, as
defined and investigated in the present study, are considered
to be of an exploratory nature and are looked upon as data
which will suggest avenues for further research. The data
should be treated with a level of confidence commensurate with
this study's design. Delimitations of the present study
in three areas—theoretical, instrumentational and general-
izability—should be taken into consideration when consider-
ing the results.
Theoretical Delimitations
The notion of an individual interacting with an environ-
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ment as a focus for study is open to criticism from both strict
environmentalists and strict maturationists
. Although inter-
action IS widely accepted as a general principle, when models
of interaction are made specific, disagreement begins. To
strict environmentalists, focusing only on the interaction of
an individual learner in a school environment gives insuffi-
cient attention to the possible determinants of home influence,
social class or political/economic/historical determinants
of learner marginality in a school setting. Recognizing
the power of these factors, the present study considers the
influence of demographic variables of social class, cultural
background and gender. Further, the survey instrument in-
cludes twenty-four items related to the effects of previous
schooling, peer group influence, and the consequence of
responsibilities and interests from outside the school.
To strict maturationists, focusing only on the inter-
actions of an individual learner in a complex social environ-
ment diverts attention from the determinant developmental
rhythms and genetic epistemological factors which reveal
complex patterns of uneven cognitive/ affective/psychomotor
development in each individual. To account in a general
way for the possible cognitive variations, the verbal
ability levels of students, where available to the researcher,
have been utilized. In sum, the present educational
research focuses on the perceptions of marginal and other
learners toward selected school environments, where the in-
fluence of the school environment on learning is assumed to
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b© "th© h©art of th© ©ducat ional ©nterpris©.
Instrum©nt at ional D©limitat ions
Th© Alt©rnativ© School Environment Survey (ASES) and
th© Marginal Learner Identification Checklist have not been
used previously. With the ASES survey questionnaire, no
claim is made that the learning environment itself is being
measured. Rather, the investigation of Beta press, or
student perceptions of these environments, has been chosen
for this study . This approach to measuring school environ-
ments has been used before (Pace,^^ Stern, Sinclair,
31Phillips ) to provide information of sufficient accuracy
for characterizing and improving school environments. The
validity of this untested instrument is necessarily based on
the history and techniques of its development and the validity
of related studies. In fact, one purpose for the present
27
The concepts of ’’Alpha Press” and ’’Beta Press” were
introduced in Henry Murray, Explorations in Personality (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1938). ’’Alpha Press” refers
to environmental elements which affect individuals, as in-
ferred by the judgments made by a trained observer. ’’Beta
Press” refers to the interpretations of the school environ-
ment made by the subjects participating in the environment.
^^Pace, Environmental Scales .
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Stern, Intellectual Climate .
Robert L. Sinclair, ’’Elementary School Educational
Environment : Measurement of Selected Variables of Environ-
mental Press” (Ed.D. dissertation. University of California
at Los Angeles, 1968).
Mark Phillips, ”An Exploration of the Relationships
between Teacher Conceptual Systems, Student Conceptual Systems
and Educational Environment in Fifth and Sixth Grade Class-
rooms” (Ed.D. dissertation. University of Massachusetts at
Amherst, 1973).
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study was to serve as a test of the survey instrument, so
that items which were confusing or misleading and variables
which did not sharply distinguish between learning environ-
ments eventually could be refined or eliminated.
With the Marginal Learner Identification Checklist,
one cannot be certain that all learners on the margins of an
environment have been identified by their teachers or by
their own responses. Nor can one easily compare the serious-
ness of the marginal learner problem in different institu-
tions, since the standards for considering a student ’’margi-
nal" varied with many factors in a school. Four objective
criteria for identifying marginal learners were presented to
all teachers present in participating school programs on the
day of survey administration. Confidentiality of responses
and anonymity of treatment for the responses of all students
were guaranteed. Nevertheless, some teachers objected to the
identification process, while others invented additional,
overlapping or contradictory criteria reflective of the parti-
cular character of the problem in their own classrooms and
schools. These responses suggest the importance of continuing
to refine a process for identifying learners who are on the
margins of alternative schools.
Generalizability Delimitations
Generalization of the findings in the present study
is necessarily qualified by three factors. First, the schools
selected for the sample are all public alternative high schools
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from the Eastern region of the United States. No attempt
was made to include private institutions, elementary schools
or conventional programs. In addition, the schools were not
randomly selected to participate in this study. Rather, a
cross-section of alternative schools were invited to consider
participation in the research and schools were selected on
the basis of interest, geographic location, educational
philosophy, racial mix and program size.
Second, to create a sample of students whose collective
perceptions would describe individual alternative school
environments, only those students who were present on the
administration day could be sampled. A sample, then, was
not taken of the total school population, and the pupils
not attending were likely to be marginal to the school en-
vironment. In fact, for this reason, the number of marginal
learners whose responses were collected was lower than anti-
cipated in some schools.
Third, given the relatively limited sample of thirty-
one public alternative high schools and the small size of
the daily attendance in some programs, the findings of the
present study can only be generalized with reservations to
single schools or to the group of alternative schools in-
cluded in the sample. Even less confidence can be held when
generalizing to alternative schools similar in type to the
sampled schools or to all alternative high schools. In
initial exploratory studies, these cautions against
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generalizing beyond the parameters of the study apply to
every aspect of the research plan. Most importantly, when
research findings are considered, the assumption underlying
their presentation is that the survey instrument requires
perfection before findings can be treated with a high degree
of confidence.
In sum, an attempt has been made to design a precise
and rigorous study. Research procedures were carefully con-
structed to offset foreseen difficulties. Efforts were made
to insure that the study would be communicable and useful to
others. When unforeseen difficulties arose, they were
reported and systematic research procedures were designed to
limit any negative impact on the collection, analysis and
reporting of data.
Approach of the Study
To approach the problem of marginal learners and al-
ternative school environments, a comparison between the
views or characteristics of other learners in the same en-
vironments might highlight the differences and similarities
between these groups. To accomplish this comparison, the
views of all learners present in sampled alternative schools
had to be gathered to form the sample for each school. The
unit of measurement in this study was the single alternative
school, and thirty-one alternative schools were included in
the sample. Next, a survey instrument designed to measure
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student perceptions toward eleven variables likely to in-
fluence their interaction with alternative schools was con-
structed. Finally, the data gathered by this instrument
were treated on three levels of analysis related to three
major.jresearch. questions, ^ .
An attempt was made to involve a school sample repre-
senting diverse geographic locations, diverse socio-economic
circumstances, differing" school sizes, varied racial mixes,
and diverse educational philosophies. A sample of 1,692
students from thirty-one public alternative high schools in
six Eastern states was selected from a pool of schools
interested in the research on the basis of the above five
criteria. Because of the variations in location of the
schools, the social and cultural characteristics of students,
and the programmatic philosophies of the schools, it is more
likely that this sample will mirror the range of environmental
conditions in alternative schools across the nation. The
diversity and range of this sample improve the external
validity of the findings.
Collective perceptions of alternative high school
students toward selected variables of their school environ-
ments form the primary data for this research. To tap
student perceptions, learners are presented a number of
statements about alternative school conditions and happen-
ings. The survey statements, which are related to eleven
variables likely to influence a learner's involvement or
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connection with school, require a dichotomous response of
Mostly True or Mostly False from students. If students
agree, by a consensus of two to one or greater, that a
statement is true about their school
,
that statement is
scored or counted as a characteristic of the environment.
The total score for each variable is determined by the number
of statements that are judged characteristic of the school
environment by more than two-thirds of its students. Sim-
ilarly, the variable score for sub-groups of the student
population (like marginal learners) is based on the concen-
sus of more than sixty-six percent of their members. In
essence, the measurement and scoring technique rests on two
assumptions: first, that the perceptions of individuals
working in an environment are a source of valid description
of that environment; and, second, that if two-thirds or more
of the student participants perceive a particular condition
in the same way, then it can be considered as an existing
characteristic of the environment.
Next, learners marginal to the school environment
were identified by the teaching staff using specific criteria
based on attendance, teacher-student relations, disciplinary
actions and dissatisfactions with the school. Students also
responded to a series of questions based on the same criteria,
and could self-select themselves for the marginal learner
status by identifying difficulties with at least three of
the criteria. If a student were identified as marginal by
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either of those methods (teacher selection or self-selec-
^ion) that s undent was considered to be marginal for purposes
of the present study
. Students identified as marginal
learners were in no way singled out for special treatment
during survey administration and were treated anonymously
throughout the research.
Finally, the student reports for their environments
were quantitatively analyzed to provide answers to three
major i*esearch questions and eight specific research questions
which guide the conduct of the present study. The following
major research questions were set forth for the investigation.
1. What are the perceptions of all learners in
sampled alternative schools toward selected
conditions which are likely to influence their
interactions with the learning environment?
2. What differences exist between the perceptions
of marginal learners and the perceptions of
other learners toward selected variables of
the educational environments of sampled alter- .
native schools?
3. What differences exist between marginal learners
and other learners in sampled alternative schools
along selected demographic and academic variables?
The following chapters describe the study in detail.
In Chapter II the theoretical foundations of the study are
advanced. The selection of the schools, the development of
the instruments, the preliminary testing and improvement of
the instrument, the validity and reliability of the instru-
ment, and the procedures for collecting, reporting and an-
alyzing the data are described in Chapter III. In Chapter
IV the findings are reported, analyzed and interpreted.
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Finally, Chapter V includes the summary of the study, the
implications of the findings and the recommendations for
qo
further research.
32'rhree terms used in the preceding (and subsequent)
discussion—"learner needs," "learner style," and "teaching
style"—should be briefly clarified at this point. "Learner
needs" refer to specific knowledge, skills or attitudes which
are currently lacking, but which may be obtained and satisfied
through learning activities at school. The term "learning
style" describes the preferred and characteristic manner in
which a learner interacts with the cognitive, affective and
physical dimensions of a learning environment. By "teaching
style" is meant the preferred and characteristic manner in
which a teacher creates and directs activities designed for
the instruction of students.
CHAPTER II
THEORETICAL AND EMPIRICAL FOUNDATIONS
This chapter presents theoretical approaches and empiri-
cal findings which have guided the research process used to
measure and interpret student perceptions of alternative
school environments. The presentation in this chapter will
accomplish two purposes. The first section of the chapter will
establish the importance of using student perceptions to
investigate learning environments. The second section will
identify dimensions of school/learner interactions which are
likely to influence the involvement of marginal and other
learners in alternative schools.
The Use of Student Perceptions
To Investigate Learning Environments
This first section of the chapter centers on a theoreti-
cal referent entitled ’’the role of perception in learning
theory," and on an empirical referent named "methodological
considerations for the measurement of educational environments."
The discussion of these two referents establishes the need
for research using student perceptions to assess high school
learning environments.
The Role of Perception in Learning Theory
Major learning theorists and psychologists agree with
little dispute that whatever a person’s genetic endowment
and
32
33
physiological potential, the environment plays a significant
role in shaping immediate behavior and in determining what
will be done with biological potential. Morris Bigge^ classi-
Iss-rning theorists and psychologists into two groups——
those using stimulus-response paradigms and those using
Gestalt-field or information-processing paradigms. Both
groups begin from the common assumption that behavior is the
result of a transactional relationship between an individual
and environment
.
In his pioneering studies of learning, Edward L. Thorn-
dike introduced stimulus-response, or reward-punishment, para-
digms of learning interactions, and adopted the terms
’’satisfiers" and ’’annoyers” to refer to the environmental
conditions that lead to the strengthening or weakening of re-
2
sponse tendencies. (Other classical and contemporary refer-
3
ents promoting behaviorism and reinforcement include Watson,
4 5
Hull, and Spence..) Although present-day stimulus-response
^Morris Bigge, Learning Theories for Teachers , 2nd ed.
(New York: Harper & Row, 1971), p. 48.
^Edward Thorndike, Educational Psychology , vol. 1 (New
York: Teacher's College Press, 1913).
^John B. Watson, Psychology from the Standpoint of a
Behaviorist
,
2nd ed. (Philadelphia: Lippincott, 1924).
"^Clark L. Hull, Principles of Behayior (New York:
Appleton-Century-Crofts
,
1943).
^Kenneth W. Spence, Behavior Theory and Conditioning
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1956).
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0psychologists might prefer the more neutral terminology of
"positive reinforcement" or "negative reinforcement," Thorn-
dike’s language is still apt for describing what tends to
happen with human beings when rewards and punishment are
introduced.
This view of learning emphasizes the notion that selec-
tive aspects of an environment take on special power to
n
influence the behavior of learners. Studies of the variety
of reinforcements and the conditions under which they are
effective make it clear that this is one part of curriculum
and instruction where teachers need assistance. However, for
purposes of the present study, the stimulus-response paradigm
is limited in two ways. First, reinforcement plays but one
small part in human learning. Bloom estimates that only about
six percent of the achievement variation between classes can
gbe related to the rewards available. Second, this paradigm
does not explain the ways learners perceive and organize their
perceptions of an environment. It accords only a minor role
to the shaping, determining powers of learners. For insight
®B. F. Skinner, Contingencies of Reinforcement (New
York: Appleton-Century-Crofts , 1969).
"^See Robert J. Havighurst , "Minority Subcultures and
the Law of Effect," American Psychologist 25 ( 1970) : 313-322
;
R. W. White, "Motivation Reconsidered: The Concept of
Competence," Psychological Review 66 ( 1959) : 297-333 ; D.
McClelland, "Toward a Theory of Motive Acquisition," American
Psychologist 20 ( 1965) : 321-333
.
^Benjamin S. Bloom, Human Characteristics and School
Learning (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1976), p. 120.
35
into these topics, the ’’cognitive constructivist” learning
theorists offer a more useful paradigm.
In general, these latter theorists posit the existence
of conceptual structures which are progressively constructed
by individuals through ongoing interactions with the environ-
ment. Conceptual development is conceived as a continuous
process, which, ideally, evolves in a given developmental
sequence to the highest conceptual levels. Such mental
structures serve, in Piaget’s phrase, as ’’autoregulative
mechanisms,” tools for increasingly directing adaptation to
an environment.^^ To make sense of environmental stimuli, a
person continually refines ways to differentiate and integrate
environmental data. He/she searches for aspects of similar-
ity and difference between events so he/she can better anti-
cipate and adapt to a situation. Given this model of con-
ceptual functioning, an educator’s role is to provide
environmental stimuli that encourage the learner to reconsider
9See Benjamin S. Bloom, Stability and Change in Human
Characteristics (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1964);
Jerome Bruner, On Knowing: Essays for the Left Hand (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1962); John Dewey, Logic: The Theory
of Inquiry (New York: H. Holt & Company, 1938); 0. Harvey,
D. Hunt and H. Schroder, Conceptual Systems and Personality
Organization (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1961); George
Kelly, The Psychology of Personal Constructs , vols. 1 and 2
(New York: W. W. Norton & Co., 1955); Kurt Lewin, Principles
of Topological Psychology (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1936);
Jean Piaget, The Psychology of Intelligence (London: Rout ledge,
and Kegan Paul, 1950); Jean Piaget and Barbara Inhelder, The
Growth of Logical Thinking from Childhood to Adolescence
(_New York: Basic Books, 1958).
^^Jean Piaget, Biology and Knowledge (Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 1971).
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and reorder or extend existing cognitive means for under-
standing and acting in the world. In other words, what
students learn depends crucially on the way they currently
perceive the world, for it is these perceptions they must
refine or alter on the basis of new information or acquired
skills.
Educators and theorists differ in the precise termino-
logy they use to define the complex process by which children
and adults learn to accurately predict and successfully re-
spond to their continually changing environments. For Kelly^^
12
and Lewin, people anticipate environmental events using
an organizing system of "constructs" built up through ex-
13perience. Likewise, in the writings of David Hunt and of
14
Harvey, Hunt and Schroder, individuals constantly evaluate
their environments for congruence or incongruence with "con-
cepts" they have developed. For these scholars, then, a
conceptual system is an organizational structure through which
the individual processes information or reads events in the
environment
.
^^Kelly, Personal Constructs . See also D. Bannister
and J. M. M. Mair, The Evaluation of Personal Constructs
(London: The Academic Press, 1968).
^^Lewin, Topological Psychology .
^^David Hunt, Matching Models in Education (Toronto:
Ontario Institute for Studies in Education, 1971).
^%arvey. Hunt and Schroder, Conceptual Systems .
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In this context, the multiple meanings of the term
"perception” can be more clearly understood. Strictly speak-
ing, a perception refers to information about external objects
or environmental processes gained through the use of the
senses and the conceptual system. In a broader sense, a
perception connotes an immediate judgment or insight, based
on observations and subtle discriminations that lead to choice
and action. In the present study, both meanings apply. A
perception of a learning environment refers to information
about a school as "read” through the conceptual lens of the
student. The result of perceptions is, eventually, action in
a corresponding direction.
The important long term issue here is the way that in-
dividuals and groups grow in their abilities to discern and
refine meaning in their worlds. When defined as in the pre-
ceding paragraph, perceptions can be described further as
necessary but insufficient conditions for intellectual effi-
ciency and growth. As such, perceptions can limit, but also
allow characteristic behavior by an individual in an environ-
ment. This point is the central one for understanding why
perceptions of students are important. It can be illustrated
by dwelling, first, on the ways perception can limit behavior;
and, second, on the ways perceptions permit increasingly
sophisticated behavior.
First, since environmental events are both recognized
by and filtered through a conceptual system, certain
restric-
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tions deriving from such a system limit perceptual reach. It
is a common experience to be unable to discern the clues lying
right before one's puzzled eyes, simply because one did not
think to look at a problem in that way. In this sense, per-
ceptions have interfered with efficient intellectual func-
tioning because they acted like blinders leading the person
to look only in certain habitual directions for clues as to
appropriate behavior. (Of course, it is also possible that
the environment has been poorly structured and provides
misleading information which contributes to the difficulty.)
The point here is that comprehension cannot occur while per-
ception is stymied, but this stymied condition simultaneously
creates an opportunity to extend or revise a habitual way of
approaching the world (which, in fact, is one way that
cognitive growth takes place).
Second, however much is lost when tunnel vision is part
of the problem, the function of intellectual and perceptual
limits is precisely that they enable one to act. When selec-
tive, familiar aspects of an environment are sought out and
responded to by an individual, his/her behavior can then
proceed from a confident, secure base established by pre-
vious habits and skills and undistracted by seemingly irrele-
vant information which could overload decision-making and
halt conduct if attended to. So, at first, the more familiar
an environment, the more at home and confident one feels in
his perceptions, and the wider the range of skills that
can
I
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be developed and applied. Increased skills and abilities
lead to increased opportunities for perception and permit
mastery of immediate environments. The continually developed
perceptual and conceptual skills transfer from one environ-
ment to another, thus contributing to wider ranges of experi-
ence and competence. In this sense, perceptions are related
to personality growth or character formation, since enduring
behavior patterns are built on the ability to perceive and
act on imputed and actual similarities and differences in
environments
.
John Dewey also underscores the positive role of per-
ception as contributing to and deriving from growing efficiency
in specialized action, when he discusses perception in the
15
context of "habits" and behavior in familiar environments.
Habits become negative limits because they
' are first positive agencies. The more numerous
our habits, the wider the field of possible
observation and foretelling. The more flexible
they are, the more refined is perception in its
discrimination and the more delicate the presen-
tation evoked by the imagination. The sailor
is intellectually at home on the sea, the
hunter in the forest, the painter in his studio,
the man of science in his laboratory.^®
^^As Dewey notes, it is fallacious to assume that some
postulated construct conveniently termed the mind or con-
sciousness (or, as here, the conceptual system) actually per-
forms perceptual and cognitive operations the way a concrete
piece of machinery like a computer would add a series of
figures. However, Dewey accepts the existence of certain
characteristic interactions between a person and an environ-
ment that he terras "habits." For him, perception, recollec-
tion, foresight and judgment express functions of habits, and
are closely related to the continual formation, practice,
interruption and reorganization of behavior.
^^John Dewey, Human Nature and Conduct (New York: The
Modern Library, 1957), p. 175.
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In sum, the perceptions of students toward learning
environments can be important sources of information about
the ways these environments influence student behavior.
Student perceptions provide clues as to how different environ-
mental dimensions affect the conduct of different individuals.
Unlike Dewey’s sailors and hunters, some learners are uncom-
fortable strangers in environments that don’t connect with
their inchoate ways of finding and producing value and meaning
in the world. When environmental conditions are consistently
perceived in a different way by two groups of students, it is
likely that their behaviors will also differ. When educators
familiar with student behavior gain access to student per-
ceptions, the impact of the learning environments that teachers
have created becomes more clear. In plain words, behavior
can be better explained and appreciated once perceptions are
shared. If student perceptions indicate that a learning
environment is not serving them adequately, their perceptions
of the specific environmental conditions which affect them
also provide a starting point for the inquiry into what can
be done about the mismatch between the environment and the
student. On the basis of the results of this inquiry, learn-
ing environments can be altered to match the needs and
strengths of students. In addition, learning environments
that more effectively induce students to confront and alter
their own limiting perceptions and self-defeating behaviors
can be created. Without student perceptions, educators act
41
mainly on the basis of the limited information their own
perceptions provide. The strength of an approach using
student perceptions to investigate learning environments is
that it allows both educators and students to convert environ
ments producing negative limits for behavior into settings
that act as positive agencies encouraging learning.
Methodological Considerations for the
Measurement of Educational Environments
The practical question of how to measure and interpret
student perceptions of learning environments has been a sub-
ject for empirical research since 1938, when the need-press
model of Henry Murray was introduced. Murray’s model for
interaction between person and environment, which derived
17from the field theory of Lewin, regards the person's be-
havior as the outcome of an interaction between his/her
"needs" and the environmental "press" which acts upon him or
her. Need, as defined by Murray refers to a hypothetical
force within an individual which determines his or her move-
ments toward or away from stimulus situations. Press is
essentially the stimulus situation within the total environ-
ment to which the individual both attends and reacts. Press
is further defined as an aspect of the total environment
^®Henry Murray, Explorations in Personality (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1938).
^^Lewin, Topological Psychology .
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which, depending on the perception of the individual, either
helps or hinders need-oriented behavior.^® As noted above,
various individuals with different conceptual structures and
di^f®rent needs might perceive the same environmental press
in different ways. Their perceptions form a screening sys-
tem which partially explains their different behavioral
responses to a given environment.
Two major research approaches have emerged from Murray's
conceptualizations of the influence of environment on be-
havior. These approaches correspond to two categories of
environmental press he named Alpha press and Beta press.
Alpha press refers to the actual press that exists, as far
19
as scientific inquiry can determine it. Many noted methods
for measuring classroom environments use Alpha press. Beta
press may be defined as the participant's own interpetation
of the environmental events or conditions that he or she
perceives. Beta press is chosen for the present study because
of its potential value for reflecting differences between
the perceptions of learners on the margins and other learners
in an environment.
1 s
Murray, Explorations in Personality , pp. 115-122.
^^See. J. Withall, "The Development of a Technique for
the Measurement of the Social Emotional Climate in the Class-
room," Journal of Experimental Education 17 (March 1949); Ned
Flanders, Teacher Influence. Pupil Attitudes and Achieve-
ment (Washington, D.C. : U.S. Department of Health, Educa-
^
tion and Welfare, Office of Education, 1965); D. Medley and
H. Mitzall, "A Technique for Measuring Classroom Behavior,"
Journal of Educational Psychology 49 (1958).
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20As Bloom notes, an educator is a captive of students’
perceptions of the school and learning task, and must influence
these perceptions to help them accomplish desired learnings.
It is what the learner perceives about the environment that
sets up the transactional relationship that influences
actual behavior. To gather needed information about the way
a school influences learners, the measurement of Beta press
is a promising approach.
21In 1956, Stern, Stein and Bloom developed a system
of interaction constructs based on Murray's need-press tax-
22
onomy. From this approach, George Stern constructed the
Activities Index (an instrument designed to assess indivi-
dual needs) and the High School Characteristics Index
Cmeasuring aspects of the academic environmental press at
the high school level). The purpose for these instruments
was to provide a set of parallel devices for measuring
person-situation parameters through the use of Beta press.
When used in concert, the Activities Index and the Charac-
teristics Index are designed to provide comparable data re-
lating properties of educational systems (press) to
personality characteristics of students (needs).
^^Bloom, School Learning , p. 148.
^^George Stern, Morris Stein and Benjamin Bloom, Methods
in Personality Assessment (Glencoe, Illinois: The Free
Press
,
1956)
.
^^George Stern, People in Context (New York: John
Wiley & Sons, 1970).
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From these beginnings
,
parallel series of studies at
the college, high school and elementary levels have used the
collective perceptions of students to describe the climate
of their schools. Robert Pace's research at the college
and university level and the research led by Robert Sin-
clair and his colleagues at the elementary level^'^ have
demonstrated, among other findings, that research instruments
measuring Beta Press can be developed for elementary school
and college learners with acceptable reliability and validity
levels.
23See C. Robert Pace and George G. Stern, "An Approach
to the Measurement of Psychological Characteristics of Col-
lege Environments," Journal of Educational Psychology 49
(1958) : 269-277
; C. Robert Pace, "Analysis of a National
Sample of College Environments," Final Report, Project No.
5-0764 (Washington, D.C. : U.S. Office of Health, Education
and Welfare, Office of Education, Bureau of Research: 1967).
24See Robert L. Sinclair, "Elementary School Educational
Environment : Measurement of Selected Variables of Environ-
mental Press" (Ed.D. dissertation, University of California
at Los Angeles, 1968); Alexander B. McKay, "Principals,
Teachers, and Elementary Youth: Measurement of Selected
Variables of Teacher-Principal Social Interaction and
Educational Environment" (Ed.D. dissertation. University of
Massachusetts at Amherst, 1971); Robert L. Sinclair and David
Sadker, Through the Eyes of Children (Boston: Bureau of
Curriculum Services and Institute for Educational Services,
1973); Mark Phillips, "An Exploration of the Relationships
between Teacher Conceptual Systems, Student Conceptual Sys-
tems, and Educational Environments in Fifth and Sixth Grade
Classrooms" (Ed.D. dissertation. University of Massachusetts
at Amherst, 1973); John Browne, "An Investigation of Multi-
cultural Press in Elementary Classrooms" (Ed.D. dissertation.
University of Massachusetts at Amherst, 1975); Jon S. Bender,
"The Elementary School Environment: Perceptions of Students
and Teachers" (Ed.D. dissertation. University of Massachusetts
at Amherst, 1971); Laurence H. Kahn, "The Relationship
Between the Extent of Teacher Use of Behavioral Objectives
and Selected Variables of the Educational Environment of
Elementary Classrooms" (Ed.D. dissertation. University of
Massachusetts at Amherst, 1973).
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However, several attempts to describe high schools
using one or both of the Stern Indexes have proved less con-
vincing. It has been suggested that the instruments may
lack independence, and may be inappropriate for use in des-
criptive studies of today’s youth and high schools. In
particular, the High School Characteristics Index is long
(three hundred items and thirty scales) and has been plagued
by low reliability. In fact, one study estimated that only
172 items (or 52% of the total number of items) could be
considered effective indicators of environmental press in
the schools studied. Despite these caveats, the High
School Characteristics Index has been repeatedly used with
28
mixed results.
25Georgianna A. Lynn, ’’The Relationship of Students'
Personality Structures, Socioeconomic Background, and Program
Placement to their Perceptions of the Organizational Charac-
teristics of Select Public High Schools" (Ed.D. dissertation.
New York University, 1972).
2fi
E. L. Herr and H. R. Hight, "H.S.C.I.: A Study of
Scale Reliabilities," Journal of Educational Research 60
(March, 1967).
27
J. A. Rees, "An Evaluation of an Instrument for
Assessing School Climate," The Journal of Educational Admin-
istration 11 (October 1973) : 189-194
.
28See James V. Mitchell, A Study of High School Learn-
ing Environments and their Impact on Students (Washington,
D. C.: Department of Health, Educationa & Welfare, Office of
Education, Bureau of Research, 1967); George Andrew Turner,
"Student Perceptions of a High School Learning Environment"
(Ed.D. dissertation, Pennsylvania State University, 1972);
Leonard P. Roberge, "The Relationship of Selected Variables
to Teacher and Student Perceptions of a Secondary School
Environment" (Ed.D. dissertation. University of Maine, 1973);
E. Kaspar, Paul Munger, and Roger Myers, "Student Perceptions
of the Environment in Guidance and Non-Guidance Schools,"
The Personnel and Guidance Journal 43 (March 1965) : 674-677
.
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Regardless of these apparent weaknesses, the High School
Characteristics Index was also considered inappropriate for
the present study because no attempt was made in the current
research to match a student's perceptions to his/her
individual personality. However, to construct a survey in-
strument measuring the Beta press in alternative high schools,
the following four corrective measures were taken to offset
the previous criticisms of the most popular existing tech-
nique for investigating Beta press in high school learning
environments. First, alternative instruments for measuring
Beta press in high school environments were reviewed for
their appropriateness to the situation of marginal learners.
29For example. The Learning Environment Inventory has been
used in an extensive series of settings in the United States,
Canada and other parts of the world with excellent reliability
and validity results. However, this instrument has been
designed to evaluate the results of a high school physics
curriculum, and is specific to the environment of college
placement physics courses.
The most useful systematic research on alternative
schools has been produced by the Center for New Schools in
Chicago. To create their Perception of School Climate Scale,
they.identrf iedseventeen major characteristics of social
2^300 Gary J. Anderson, The Assessment of Learning
Environments: A Manual for The Learning Environment Inv^-
tory (Nova Scotia: Atlantic Institute for Education, 1971)
,
Maurice J. Eash and Harriet Talmage, "Evaluation of Learning
Environments," TM Report 43 (Princeton, New Jersey: ERIC
Clearninghouse on Tests, Measurements and Evaluation, 19 /o).
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structure and process that distinguished Metro High School
in Chicago from traditional high schools. They then developed
a questionnaire with fourteen general scales that showed
clear differences between the perceptions of student sub-
30groups in an alternative school. These studies were used
as an important referent in the preliminary stages of in-
strument development for the present study.
Second, the decision was made to dichotomize groups
of students likely to have sharply divergent opinions of the
effectiveness or desirability of exisitng alternative school
processes. By having school staffs identify individuals on
the margins of the schools, and by allowing for students to
identify themselves as marginal learners, a group of students
most likely to have critical or undesirable perceptions of
the school as a whole was created.
Third, no attempt was made in the present study to
examine in depth the views of individual respondents, since
this attempt has proved the most serious weakness of previous
studies. Rather, the collective perceptions of each group
were considered as an aggregate. Recent research on Beta
o -I
press measurement suggests that the most reliable and
^%onald Moore, A Multi-Method Study of the Develop-
ment and Effects of an Alternative High School Learnin_g
Environment, 3 vol. (Chicago: Center for ^ew Schools, 1976).
^^Robert J. Tolsma, John W. Meene, and Gordon Hopper,
"The High School Characteristics Index as an Individual
and Aggregate Response Measure," Measurement and Evaluation
in Guidance 9 (April 1976): 5-14.
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valid Beta press instruments measure differences among the
aggregate responses of groups.
Fourth, a scoring method based on the consensus of two-
thirds of the subjects concerning the presence or absence of
specific environmental features was selected to further in-
sure that differences in the consensual Beta press^^ per-
ceived by learners on the margins and by other learners would
be appropriately measured.
In sum, the first section of this chapter has reviewed
the role of perception in learning theory and proposed metho-
dological considerations for the measurement of educational
environments. This discussion has found that learners'
perceptions play a central role in determining how they
respond to a school environment. However, at the high school
level, serious methodological concerns were noted. As a
result, an attempt has been made to incorporate systematic
research measures designed to counteract these difficulties
into the present study.
The Identification of Environmental Conditions
Likely to Influence the Involvement of Learners
on the Margins of Alternative Schools
The objective of the second section of Chapter II is
to identify environmental conditions which are likely to
32
A distinction can be made between consensual Beta
press (the shared perceptions of the participants in a social
situation) and private Beta press (the highly idiosyncratic
views of individuals within that situation). See Stern,
People in Context
,
p. 7.
I
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influence the involvement of learners in alternative schools.
First, a review of the literature on deviance in school set-
tings will provide a theoretical perspective for considering
the problem of learners on the margins of school environments.
Second, a review of selected empirical findings will identify
variables which influence achievement in school settings.
To summarize these decisions, a grid will be constructed to
show the relationships between eleven environmental dimen-
sions measured in the survey instrument and the major inde-
pendent variables likely to influence both marginality and
achievement in school.
Deviance in School Settings
In 1895, Emile Durkheim perplexed and infuriated
readers of conventional views by suggesting that crime and
criminals were normal, necessary and even useful features of
every human society. Observing that every society contained
criminals (although different societies chose very different
types of behavior to label as ’’criminal”), Durkheim argued
that crime provided a dramatic opportunity to publicize and
reinforce the rules of society. To this way of thinking,
criminals also provided apt targets for collective moral
outrage. Further, Durkheim saw that criminal activity , by
challenging outdated conventions, sometimes provided a catalyst
for social change. In addition, the mobilization of
^^Emile Durkheim, ’’The Normal and the Pathological,”
in Theories of Deviance , eds . Stuart H. Traub and Craig B.
Little ( I taska
,
I lino is : F. E. Peacock Publishers, Inc., 19 ),
pp. 3-8.
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resources to suppress deviant activity (as Erikson^"^ also
noted in the treatment of witches and non-Puritans) contri-
buted to the creation of administrative policies and bodies
that insured right opinions and loyalty to the group. In
sum, Durkheim's arguments paved the way for an "appreciative"
approach to deviance that recognized its contributions to
the maintenance and growth of the group, albeit at the direct
expense of the deviant individuals.
Durkheim's perspective, and the functionalist approach
to deviance it engendered, can be considered in the context
of the prevalence of marginal students in schools. The
following discussion of schooling processes, marginal learners
and dropouts will suggest several functions that marginal
learners play in maintaining school social systems. Further,
the exposition here will identify dimensions of the school
environment which keep marginal learners in their necessary,
"useful," yet (for them) destructive place.
Group Instruction and Errors in Schooling
In every country in the world where schools dominate
the formative years of most young people's lives, students
are almost always taught in groups of ten to forty in such
a way that some students learn well while others learn less
^^Kai T. Erikson, Wayward Puritans (New York: John
Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1966).
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well. Benjamin Bloom^® has argued that one ot the most
Significant elements accounting for individual differences
in school learning is the centrality of group instruction
in most learning environments. In most schools (including
alternative schools), each group of students is placed under
the guidance of a particular teacher for short periods of
time. This teacher's instructional methods, which are
favorable for some students, may be far from favorable for
others. Typically, students move from one teacher to another
on an hourly, daily, term and yearly basis, and the errors
(and strengths) developed in the student's learning in one
setting are compounded with errors (and progress) made in
subsequent classrooms. Eventually, after the ten or more
years of the schooling process in this and other countries,
the flaws and virtues in a system of group instruction are
built into the student.
In general, two sets of flaws in the educational system
influence those whose learning styles and needs go unserved.
First, a consistent mismatch between student and instructional
system is converted into the student's feelings of inadequacy
35R . .LL . . Thorndike
,
Reading Comprehension Education in
Fifteen Countries: International Studies in Evaluation,
vol 3 (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1973).
36
Bloom, School Learning, p. 9.
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as a learner and affects his/her aspirations for further
learning. Second, the failure to learn in classrooms be-
comes evident as an increasingly intractable handicap related
to retarded cognitive development and information or skill
deficiencies. As Bloom persuasively argues in his elabora-
tion of the concept of "errors,”
Group instructional procedures employed
with individual students who vary in many
characteristics must produce variations in
the accomplishment of a learning task—both
in the level of achievement of the task and
the rate at which it is accomplished. Feed-
back and corrective strategies are necessary
if this variation in achievement or rate of
learning is to be reduced to any significant
extent
.
In sum, the administrative efficiency achieved by group-
ing students saves money for the institution, but is quite
costly for some of the students in most groups. Because
group instruction is such a given, educators learn from this
fact of their environments to rationalize their inability to
reach some learners. As a consequence, the low achievement
and incomplete mastery of learning materials of many students
is accepted, instead of remedied. Thus, group instructional
methods which are unproductive for some students are likely
to create and perpetuate the difficulties of learners who
move to the edges' of the school environment.
Institutional and Self-Evaluations of Academic Adequacy
School environments have multiple and ongoing ways to
evaluate learner performance, ranging from teacher comments,
^^Bloom, School Learning , p. 29.
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peer reactions and self reflection to report card grades and
parent /teacher conferences. These elaborate devices,
whether expressed in the curriculum or latent in the class-
room environment
,
combine to clarify for each individual a
self-concept as a learner. For example, in a single school
year, the student may study as many as five or six academic
subjects and may encounter as many as 150 different learning
tasks. From each encounter, the individual derives a per-
sonal sense of his/her adequacy or inadequacy, which is cor-
roborated or altered by marks assigned by teachers, and
reactions of peers and parents. As these various indices
accumulate over many learning tasks and over a number of
years, the student begins to generalize about his adequacy
or inadequacy with school learning tasks. If the results
are generally negative and learning is regarded as inadequate
by the student, his peers, parents and teachers, the learner
is likely to develop a negative view about school and school
learning that generalizes to, the entire institution.
Thus, student ' responses to learning environments
depend, in part, on the ways that they are being judged by
the institution. When these judgments consistently assign
a Tower value to the learner's performance, the young person
must cope with massive criticism from an institution repre-
ss
senting society's values and views. Moreover, students
^^Alternatively
,
the student who succeeds must also cope
with social expectations and personal doubts over the
validity and importance of those judgments.
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realize that there is no legal escape from the school and
its learning tasks until approximately age sixteen. Necessarily
people judged negatively by the school begin to develop per-
ceptions and habits designed to reduce the amount of pain the
institution can give them.
Student Responses to Unproductive Learning Environments
Research on conceptual systems suggest that learners
employ two kinds of interpretive maneuvers and two sets of
behavioral reactions to minimize the impact of environmental
events which they perceive as threatening to their goals and
39
self-concepts. The first interpretive maneuver is called
"Neutralizing” : whereby an event is restructured in percep-
tion to directly minimize its impact. Some fail to perceive
the troubling event—"Nothing happened." Some distort its
meaning—"It wasn’t that way." Some deny responsibility
for the event—"It wasn’t my fault." Finally, some assert
a difference between their own and others' standards by
offering an alternative interpretation for the event—"Look
at it this way."
A second general interpretive maneuver is called
’’Bolstering'.’: whereby the positive elements of one’s own
conceptual system are reaffirmed to indirectly minimize the
possible refutation of self inherent in feedback from
^^Harvey, Hunt and Schroder, Conceptual Systems.
young
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threatening experiences. For example, some reaffirm them-
selves by claiming that their undesirable behavior was in
some way their duty—
-I had to do it." Some reaffirm their
own competence "I*m smarter than they are, anyway." Others
reaffirm their social acceptance—"My friends know the dif-
ference. ’ Still others reaffirm themselves by treating
the negative feedback as useful information— "I guess I
needed to know that." The four examples following each of
these two general interpretive maneuvers characterize the
reactions of learners at each of the four stages of concep-
tual development described by Harvey, Hunt and Schroder.
In addition, learners whose accumulating experiences
at school teach them their own relative inadequacy also act
to resolve the painful situation in two general behavioral
ways. First, some directly attempt to remove the refuting
edge of an environmental event: by abruptly leaving the
classroom, by losing their homework, by seeking support from
classmates, or by researching the source's interpretation of
a charge brought against them. Second, other learners change
the organization of their conceptual systems so that the
event will not be so refuting: by submitting to authority,
by acting hypocritically, by changing their self-evaluation
due to another's influences, or by provisionally agreeing
to self-correction. Again, the four examples following each
behavioral response to painful school situations differ
according to the learners' stage of conceptual development.
40
Ibid.
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In sum, a learner's involvement with a school environ-
ment depends, in part, on the multiple judgments the institu-
tion makes of the individual's performance. Further, learners
in unproductive school environments often use specific
interpretive and behavioral responses to mute the impact of
possible negative environmental feedback. Both of these
variables, institutional evaluations and student responses
to them, are likely to influence a learner's interaction with
the alternative school.
Typology of Marginal Behavior in School
As this brief, general summary of conceptual and be-
havioral responses to environmental evaluation suggests,
the experience of marginality in schools can take many forms.
41
Yet
,
several researchers have noted the limited amount of
42
research on deviance
,
or alienation in high schools. Most
observers produce lists of character traits (cynicism, in-
difference, indignation, sullenness, ideological disagreement)
that .tend to locate the problem in the student, and downplay
"^^Buford Rhea, "Measures of Child Involvement and
Alienation from the School" (Boston: ERIC Document Reproduc-
tion Service, ED 010 405, 1966); Wayne K. Hoy, "Dimensions
of Student Alienation and Characteristics of Public High
Schools," Interchange 3 (1972) 4:38-50.
"^^In this discussion, the terms "deviance" and "raar-
ginality" are used interchangeably. Deviance can be defined
as any behavior within a designated social system that violates
the norms of that system and is objected to by members of
that social system. This also describes the situation of
learners identified as marginal to a school environment. For
a full definition of the "marginal learner," see Chapter I.
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the influence of environment upon marginal behavior. Perhaps
the best research sensitive to the impact of the high school
environment on dissatisfied students has focused only on
rebellion, or expressive alienation, which is only one form
of marginal behavior. To better understand the environ-
mental conditions which influence marginal behavior in
schools, it will be useful to consider one categorization of
deviant responses to social systems, and then to apply this
theoretical framework to a school setting.
44Talcott Parsons suggests a taxonomy of deviance in
social systems based on three variables. First, the focus
of deviant behavior may be on social objects (persons, roles,
groups) or on group norms (behavior patterns regarded as
typical or appropriate to an environment). Second, people
on the margins of an environment tend to be ambivalent about
their relations to others and to norms, and their ambivalence
may be expressed in terms of alienation or in terms of over-
conformity. Third, their alienation or conformity may be
active or passive.
45
Building upon Parson’s work, Hagstrom and Gardner
"^^Arthur L, Stinchcombe, Rebellion in the High School
(Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1964).
^"^Talcott Parsons, The Social System (Gencoe, Illinois:
The Free Press, 1951), Chapter 7.
"^^Warren 0. Hagstrom and Leslie L. H. Gardner, Charac-
teristics of High School Students (Madison, Wisconsin.
University of Wisconsin, Center for Cognitive Learning,
Technical Report no. 96, 1969).
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proposed the taxonomy of student deviation from school en-
vironments that is presented in Figure 1. Perhaps the
alienative responses to school environments are more familiar
to observers of marginal behavior in schools, because
these responses more directly challenge the norms and roles
of the school. The ’’rebel", the "cheat", the "clown", the
"truant" and the "apathetic student" increase the amount of
time teachers must spend defining and reinforcing the rules
of the school. Although schools are characterized by many
and complex rules (about the central tasks of the school,
about the coordination of the activities of many people,
'46
about standards of deference and demeanor), school author-
ities only have limited rewards and punishments to offer
for conformity. As a result, they are more easily baffled
by the alienated students who resist or deny their authority.
Nevertheless, the conforming student who manipulates author-
ity figures, who tattle-tales, who demands constant atten-
tion, or who is a master at doing the minimum without
really learning much is also cause for concern.
In sum, the purpose for presenting this typology was hot
to attempt to definitively categorize marginal learners. In
fact, too little is known about these learners to confidently
do so at this point. Instead, such a typology suggests that
marginal student perceptions and behavior toward important
^^David H. Hargreaves, Stephan K. Hestor and Frank J.
Mellor, Deviance in Classrooms (London: Rout ledge and Kegan
Paul, 1975), chapters 3 and 4.
FIGURE 1.
Types of Student Deviation
Active Passive
Compulsiv(s Performance Compulsive Acquiescence
Focus on Focus on Focus on Focus on
Social Objects Norms Social Objects Norms
Dominance Compulsive Submission Perfectionistic
Enforcement Observance
informative "Manipulators (Probably an E.G. , the "Ritualism"
Dminance of authority eitpty cell "teacher's pet"
figures" for students) " overdependent
students "
1
General Rebelliousness General Withdrawal
Focus on Focus on Focus on Focus on
social objects norms social objects norms
i.ienative Aggressiveness Rejection of values Withdrawal from Evasion of rules
Dminance towcurd social by demeanor: social inter- the "lazy apa-
objects
:
"fools," "clowns," action "truants II thetic student"
particularly regression in terms " dropouts"
school author- of age standards.
ities. Rejection of normal
"The rebel" means , not ends
:
"Cheaters.
"
(failure of
deference)
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’’social objects” (like school authorities, teachers or
counseling groups) and toward accepted school norms (for
attendance, for participation in class, for behavior outside
of class) will differ from the perceptions and behavior of
their classmates. In other words, research on deviance in
social systems implies that these environmental dimensions
(social objects and norms) are likely to contribute to mar-
ginal behavior in schools.
Primary and Secondary Deviation
Most people have deviated from the norm in many various
ways, particularly when as children and young adults they
were learning the expectations present in family, school and
work environments. As noted previously, social systems like
schools can be described by the way they continually monitor
and seek to influence such behavior. In fact, one criterion
often employed to judge a school environment is its ability
to maintain discipline, which implies that the school’s
responses to the temporary deviations of individual students
are effective at upholding behavioral norms.
However, in the cases of some marginal learners, dis-
ciplinary methods often are not effective, and may actually
aggravate the problem behavior. This observation raises
questions over the difference between temporary marginal
behavior and more ongoing, seemingly intransigent marginal
behavior. For example, how do participants in a school
environment reach the judgment that someone is a marginal
61
learner?” Also, why are some people considered marginal for
activities that others also perform without being so labelled?
A complete answer to these questions is not in the scope of
the present discussion. However, consideration of the
differences between temporary and permanent deviation will
help to identify environmental dimensions influencing mar-
ginal conduct
.
To begin with, marginal status in a school is a matter
of social definition. Deviance does not arise when a person
commits certain kinds of acts, but when other people define
those acts and their agent as deviant. In other words,
social groups create deviance by making rules whose infrac-
tion constitutes deviancy, and by selectively labelling
transgressors of the group boundaries.
Non-conforming individuals negotiate their possible
47
labels in different ways. As Goffman points out, people
in groups spend much time maneuvering to earn certain labels
and negotiating to lose other labels. For example, stig-
matized individuals may try in future circiimstances to display
the behavior that denies the label. This is exactly the
effect produced by reprimands or punishment on many pupils.
However, other individuals may eventually give up the effort
to disavow their differentness, and begin to protect and
sustain their marginal identity. For them this identity
has
become a means of adjustment that must be preserved.
^'^Erving Goffman, Stigma (Englewood Cliffs, N. J. ;
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1963).
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Lemert is followed by many researchers in distinguish-
ing between primary deviation and secondary deviation. Pri-
mary deviation refers to a transient or episodic aspect of
a person’s life in any environment. Most environments where
people spend long periods of time have ways of regulating
temporarily marginal behavior so that the status and psychic
structure of the individual is only peripherally affected,
and the temporary transgression has little enduring effect
on social relationships. This is what happens in instances
of primary deviation. More seriously, when a group's author-
49ities— its "moral entrepreneurs" in Becker's phrase—con-
sistently react to a person's behavior by labelling it deviant,
and when this individual comes to accept the labelling, the
marginal behavior will become a more stable aspect of his
role and personality in that group. This is what is referred
to as secondary deviation.
A limited amount of research in school environments
relates to this distinction between primary and secondary
deviation. Licta and Willower investigate "student brink-
manship," which they define as "assertive student behavior
^®Edwin Lemert, Social Pathology (New York: McGraw-
Hill Book Company, Inc., 1951), Chapter 4.
"^^Howard S. Becker, Outsiders (New York: The Free
Press, 1963).
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which attempts to challenge the school's authority structure
while avoiding its negative sanction." Their research
clearly refers to the primary form of deviation. Examples of
student brinksmanship include the "class clown" who is quick
to mimic a robot when told by the teacher to stand straight,
or the "mock enforcer" who jumps at the opportunity to re-
peat a teacher's reproof to a classmate. Comparing percep-
tions of brinkmanship of 291 junior high students and their
teachers, this research viewed acts of student brinkmanship
as a means of adjusting to the subordinate student role in
the authority structure of the junior high school. Licata and
Willower argued that brinkmanship may be seen as a safety
valve and in the long run may foster stability— a conclusion
vdlich points to the function and necessity of marginal indi-
viduals in an environment.
Cicourel and Kitsuse examined secondary deviation in
school by looking at the vocabulary and syntax used by teachers
"to identify "adolescent problems." They noted three types of
enduring student problems and related vocabulary; 1) aca-
demic problems (e.g., "over-achievers" and "under-achievers");
2) infractions of rules of conduct (e.g., "troublemakers"
and "delinquents"); 3) emotional problems (e.g., ‘'nervous"
or "withdrawn"). They found that the typing of students in
^^Joseph W. Licata and Daniel J. Willower
Brinkmanship and the School as 3- Social System^
Administration Quarterly 11 (Spring 1975), 2.1
,
"Student
" Educational
14, p. 2.
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the three problem categories provided the basis for a variety
of "careers" within school—the academic, delinquent and
51
clinical careers respectively.
The point here is that the type of identification
accepted by individuals is likely to reflect their social
environment. The labelling of a learner in school, when
consistently reinforced, acts in the nature of self-fulfilling
prophecy. Learners tend to respond with the expected be-
52havior, as in the research of Rosenthal and Jacobson.
Becker has postulated the sequence of steps leading
53to a deviant "career." To become a certain "type" of
marginal individual, one must be labelled as such, accept
this label, and gravitate toward a group of others with
similar behavior and labels. The final step in the career is
to move into an organized "deviant" sub-culture, much like a
homosexual would do when "coming out." This move cements
one's new identity, so that participation with similar signi-
ficant others is a natural and rewarding final step in the
labelling process.
^^Aaron Cicourel and John Kitsuse, "The Social Organi-
zation of the High School and Deviant Adolescent Careers," in
E. Rubington and M. S. Weinberg, eds. , Deviance: The_Jn^-
actionist Perspective (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1968),
p . 18.
^^Robert Rosenthal and Lenore Jacobson, Pygmalion in_
the Classroom: Teacher Expectations and Pupil's Intell^
-
tual Development (New York: Holt, Rhinehart & Winston, )
^^Becker, Outsiders
,
Chapter 2.
1
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In sum, the ongoing evaluations of student performance
characteristic of school environments solidify into different,
commonly-held ’’labels” describing individual student behavior.
Much of the conversation in faculty lounges and in student
peer groups could be described as a search for descriptive
categories that are useful for predicting and understanding
the conduct of other people whose activities have an immediate,
sometimes threatening impact on one’s own welfare. Unfor-
tunately, since young (and older) people depend so crucially
upon the recognition of other people to define themselves,
negative labels, even those inconsiderately applied by
others, too often are accepted and even defended by indivi-
duals. Even a negative label offers an individual a reliable
way to locate himself and to be accepted by a group, when it
has been seemingly impossible to earn recognition in other,
more desirable ways. As the following discussion of school
dropouts will also make clear, the labelling of individuals
in terms of primary and secondary deviation is one powerful
way that school environments create marginal behavior.
School Dropouts and Secondary Deviation
The weight of the evidence concerning high school
dropouts establishes that secondary deviation in school has
its roots in early school failure and longstanding
negative
54
attitudes toward school. For example, Stoller in a
stu y
of
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of 270 high school dropouts found that by the end of the
second grade, over 50 percent of those who would do poorly or
drop out of high school had already had their initial
subject failure. By the fourth grade, 75 percent had initial
failures; and 90 percent had earned a failing mark by the
55
seventh grade. Similarly, Bloom notes that academic self-
concept is clearly defined by the end of the primary school
period, particularly for the extreme students (upper-fifth
and lower-fifth on academic achievement) where the relation-
ship between academic self-concept and school achievement is
unmist akeably strong.
Much of the dropout literature tries to identify
characteristics of dropouts which can be used as early pre-
56
dictors of later withdrawal or difficulty in school. Perhaps
Graduates (Washington, D.C. : U.S. Department of Health,
Education & Welfare, National Center for Educational Statis-
tics, February, 1967).
^^Bloom, School Learning , pp. 92-98.
^®Paul Bowman and Charles Matthews, Motivations of
Youth for Leaving School (University of Chicago: ERIC Docu-
ment Reproduction Service, ED 002 813,. 1960); Meng-shu Tseng,
•’Comparisons of High School Students and Dropouts on Selected
Familial, Personality and Vocational Variables," paper
presented at the American Educational Research Association
annual meeting in 1970; Nancy R. Walters, "The Use of
Predictive Characteristics Derived from One High School
to Identify Dropouts at Another School" (M.Ed. thesis.
Central Missouri State College, 1969).
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the most revealing list of "significant causes" (among many
such lists) was produced in a comparison of dropouts with
graduates of Bloomington, Minnesota Public Schools. The
school-related causes make the general behavioral pattern of
secondary deviation quite clear.
o Almost two-thirds of the dropouts have been re-
tained at least once.
o Over one-third of the dropouts return to school
only to drop out again.
o Absenteeism was nearly three times greater among
dropouts
.
o Participation in extra-curricular activities was
over four times greater among graduates.
o The tested reading abilities of the graduates were
substantially better.
o The IQ scores of the graduates were considerably
higher
.
o The results of standardized achievement tests of
graduates were considerably higher in all subjects.
o The average report card grades received by graduates
were at least one letter grade higher. 57
Finally, despite the widely attributed correlation
between lower class, minority cultural background and school
leaving, Blake presented evidence that the school' s mechanisms
for assignment of success and failure exert the strongest
influence on the dropout's lack of educational attainment.
In this study, social class background, as measured by
^'^Charles V. Randall, "A Study of Early School Leavers
and Significant Causes," Bloomington, Minnesota, Bloomington
Public Schools, 1967.
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father’s occupation and level of education, was found to
have little influence upon school dropouts when school status
was controlled. The study does not note, however, the in-
fluence of class and race on attribution of school status.^®
In sum, consideration of the dropout problem suggests
that powerful, systematic forces at work in school social
systems create and contribute to secondary deviation. In
separate reports released in 1977, the New York State Board
of Regents and the Queens Lay Advocate Service (a group of
professionals interested in education) confirmed this view.
Both found that the dropout rate from New York City high
schools had risen so high that more students were dropping
out than graduating. The plain facts are that less than
half of the students who enter the New York City public high
schools graduate. Apparently, this city's "mechanisms for
assignment of failure" work more broadly than the school
59
system's capabilities to help young people achieve.
The Functions of Marginal Learners in School Social Systems
This exposition makes it clear that learners confront
in schools a powerful latent curriculum which is uniquely
^®Gerald F. Blake, Jr., "School Dropouts: A Study of
Antecedents and Consequences of Dropping Out of High School"
(Ed.D. dissertation. University of Oregon, 1973).
^^New York Times, 20 March 1977.
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taught and differently learned by each individual. This
is the curriculum which teaches each student who she/he is
in relation to others. It may also teach a person his or
her place in the world of people, of ideas and of activities.®^
In a sense, learners on the margins of school environments
are used, often unwittingly and unconsciously, as an impor-
tant aspect of the school's efforts to define its group
structure and purpose. While their presence in schools is
frequently visualized as a product of organizational failures,
there is a sense that learners on the margins are a product
of the school organization itself, through its system of
group instruction, through its absorption of and failure to
correct a multitude of learning errors, through its ongoing
evaluation and labelling of learners, through its norms and
through the overall impact of its latent curriculum.
This argument is presented most clearly, on a theore-
0
1
tical level, by Dentler and Erikson. They advance three
propositions concerning the function of deviance in groups.
First, they argue that groups tend to induce, sustain and
permit deviant behavior. By inducing deviance, they refer
to the process by which a group channels and organizes the
range of behaviors presented by its members so that some
behaviors are deemed acceptable and others not. In other
®®Bloom, School Learning, p. 142.
®lRobert A. Dentler and Kai T. Erikson, ’’The Functions
of Deviance in Groups," in Theories of Devi.a.^,
H. Traub and Craig B. Little (Itaska, Illinoi .
Publishers, 1975), pp. 8-22.
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words, an ongoing group establishes normative boundaries
defining acceptable behavior. Like an article of common
law or a system of fortifications, norms and boundaries are
meaningful only when tested by people on the fringes of a
group or by outsiders, and when defended or upheld by the
group leaders. The group sustains or permits this newly
defined deviance when it institutionalizes and absorbs counter-
productive behaviors, instead of eliminating or altering
them. Indeed, leaders are partly valued for their ability to
articulate and enforce the group's norms, and thus they de-
pend on marginal people in part for their power.
In their second proposition, Dentler and Erikson refer
to the ways in which "deviant behavior helps a group maintain
its equilibrium." Customarily, a reward structure closely
linked to group norms is constructed by a group as an incen-
tive for conformity and a punishment for deviance. However,
conformity is "rewarded" only in comparison to other possible
reinforcement responses, so that the presence and treatment
of a marginal person by a group provides the continual con-
trast which gives the rewards their meaning. In this sense,
a group norm becomes especially evident in its occasional
or ongoing violation. Thus, a group is distinguished partly
by its characteristic ways of handling deviance, and partly
by the forces it is able to absorb and contain. In
plain
words, a marginal person is someone a group can organize
to
62 Ibid.
,
p. 11.
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do something about, and the group, when expressing its con-
cern for marginal behavior, affirms its purpose and cohesion.
This leads to Dentler and Erikson’s third proposition;
that groups resist any trend toward ultimate alienation or
expulsion of a member whose behavior is deviant
. According
to this point of view, the testing of limits is the lot of
certain individuals labelled as deviant or marginal. The
group exercises subtle pressures to secure the marginal per-
son in his/her "testing” role, yet also tries to assure that
this deviance will not become pronounced enough to make re-
jection necessary.
Commonly, the group adopts a paradoxical approach to
marginal people consisting of ambivalent elements of nur-
turance and outrage. This combination can be observed in
political leaders’ attempts to rationalize their inability
to resolve problems of people on welfare in a society organ-
ized around production and work. As political economists
argue, a welfare population is created by systematic forces
in a capitalistic economy (the need to maintain a reserve
army of laborers, for example). The elimination of the wel-
fare problem would require such a restructuring of the organ-
ization of production and contradict so much of the
rationalization that supports the status quo, that it is far
easier to blame the victimized people for the problem, while
providing them with only the minimum needed to survive.
Similarly, to connect with the needs of marginal indi-
viduals in schools would require such a restructuring and
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rethinking of the organization of schooling that the school
prefers to make efforts to keep marginal children in school
without providing them with the services they need. The
literature on dropout prevention is replete with tricks to
seduce potential dropouts into remaining in school: credit
for work experience, vocational programs with limited aca-
demic and occupational promise, educational TV programs,
involvement in the school newspaper, exposure to the community
college, revision of graduation requirements, the mystifica-
tion of the high school diploma. Further, some institutions
permit a constant stream of innovative projects designed to
reduce discipline problems and improve basic skills, so long
as these proposals do not alter the existing organization of
schools. In part, alternative schools in many large cities,
created for discipline problem children and for low
achieving students, serve this function.
In sum, every school seeks to fit their marginal in-
dividuals into ongoing organizational structures, but few
schools, including alternative ones, fundamentally change
basic organization tenets (like group instruction of widely
divergent individuals) to fit the characteristics and needs
of their marginal learners. The maintenance of the institu-
tion is revealed, then, as the real end of most attempts to
deal with deviance.
Dentler and Erikson’s three propositions concerning the
have been illustrated infunction of deviance in groups
73
direct and indirect ways by several authors for varying sizes
of groups. However, it would be premature to indicate
that they have been thoroughly established by the present
store of empirical work. Rather, consideration of these
propositions leads to a theoretical perspective useful in
investigating the problem of marginal learners. Educators
need to better appreciate the ways that school environments
contribute to the problems and difficulties of learners who
have been pushed to the margins of schools. Ignoring the
role of the environment and blaming the individual child
for marginal behavior has permitted school improvement prac-
tices that unsuccessfully attempt to reintegrate the person
into an environment partly but directly responsible for
learning and behavioral problems. In the present study,
learner perceptions of environmental conditions likely to
influence involvement in school are examined in an attempt
to identify how different students experience the impact of
the learning environment. This exploratory investigation
should increase knowledge of the environmental reasons why
some pupils consistently underachieve or disrupt under
particular learning conditions.
Institutions Designed for Marginal Learners
One delicate theoretical issue pertinent to alterna-
tive school environments remains to be touched on before
^^Erikson, Wayward Puritans ; Howard S. Becker, ed.
,
The Other Side (New York: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1964);
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summarizing the aspects of a school environment which influence
the interaction of marginal learners. This is the troubling
question: do social systems designed to serve marginal in-
dividuals actually work to confirm them in their marginal
ways? It is a curious and commonplace observation that
deviant forms of conduct (like criminal behavior) are nour-
ished by the very agencies devised to inhibit them (like a
prison). Reform schools, hospitals and other "total institu-
tuions" providing needed services to marginal people typically
segregate them in tightly controlled groups. Here, marginal
individuals have an opportunity to teach one another the
skills and attitudes of a deviant career. Normally, the
institution seems to provoke its clients into the use of
these skills by reinforcing a sense of differentness and
64
alienation from society.
If one assumes that the alternative schools were
created in part for individuals who chose to leave traditional
schools because of dissatisfactions there, then one could
ask what forces are at work within the new social structure
where many previously marginal people are gathered for a
"different" form of education. Does the education they
Idem, Outsiders; David Matza, Becoming Deviant (Englewood
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1969).
^"^Erving Goffman, Asylums (Garden City, N.J.: Anchor
Books, 1961).
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receive there represent an improved, more personal and more
effective way of learning and personal growth, providing
the kind of critical marginal people who serve as catalysts
for social change? Do alternative schools tend to bring
together teachers and learners who were marginal in previous
schools in such a way that refining and confirming an
alienative marginal identity becomes an important socializing
function of the school? These questions could best be
answered by longitudinal research on the "careers" of alter-
native school students and teachers. They should be raised
and clarified because of the possible theoretical parallels
between alternative schools and other institutions for
marginal individuals.
These parallels cannot be extensively explored in the
present study. However, the theoretical perspective developed
here implies that no single learning environment is appro-
65One student at a wealthy suburban alternative school,
who had been identified by the director as a marginal
learner who refused to complete the survey questionnaire,
related to the researcher a thought-provoking story about a
friend of his who had been counseled by the alternative
school staff to drop out of school altogether. In referring
to the personal power exerted by the school staff over ado-
lescents, especially in a situation where honesty and youth
advocacy were norms, the marginal subject remarked: "If
our high school was like a prison, this school is something
like a mental hospital. Before, I knew where I was with
teachers who acted like my guards and superiors. Here, I
can’t be sure where I am with teachers who act like doctors,
so willing to help but offering such strong medicine."
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priate for meeting the various learning needs of diverse in-
dividuals. Instead of isolating the people who don't fit in
one environment into another segregated environment, educators
will need to learn how to create multiple environment schools,
where students can move among various learning environments
created for specific goals and learning styles and intelli-
gently matched with pupils’ emergent learning needs and
interests
.
Identification of Specific Environmental Conditions
In sum, this review of the literature on deviance in
school provides a theoretical perspective for approaching the
problems of learners on the margins. In particular, five
aspects of a school environment related to the involvement
of marginal and other learners in a school deserve close at-
tention in the present study. First, a brief rationale
identifying these five aspects of a school will be presented.
Following this, the five environmental dimensions will be
specifically defined.
To begin with, a school environment can be characterized
in part by the way it reaches out to group members with dif-
ficulties. The first step for alleviating the negative impact
of group instruction methods occurs when teachers are respon-
sive to student feedback and observant of student difficulties
For this reason, student perceptions of the outreach efforts
of teachers would provide useful information about the
ways
that a school environment encourages participation in
learning
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Second, the school environment must become effective
at solving problems of learners by altering specific conditions
in the school environment which contribute to their problems.
Thus, student perceptions of the institution's ability to
resolve its own organizational problems, particularly those
problems which impede learning for some pupils, are a second
important source of information for educators concerned about
increasing student involvement in learning.
Third, research on deviance in schools suggests that
students become involved with different levels of participation
in a school depending in part upon their perceptions of school
norms. In fact, every act labelled as deviant can be said
to exert a pressure on the normative structure of an institu-
tion by testing school polices and rules and exploring their
meanings. Thus, student perceptions of the limits for ac-
ceptable personal conduct in a school deserve close attention.
Fourth, some learners may exist on the margins of the
school because they do not receive the cues and information
they need to negotiate the learning environment successfully.
For example, students who attempt to avoid or deny negative
evaluations of themselves in school may also miss important instruc-
tions about academic content and work assignments. Lacking
needed information, these pupils would continue to experience
frustration and difficulty. Therefore, student perceptions
of the effectiveness of communication processes established
by the school would provide important information about the
way school environments influence both peripheral and core
members of a learning group.
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Finally, in any situation where ongoing evaluation of
performance occurs, the possibility exists that people are
being labelled and judged by criteria not directly related to
their specific roles and tasks. For example, a school environ-
ment may respond differently to students on the basis of their
academic or demographic characteristics, and thus contribute
to their success or difficulty in school. For this reason,
student perceptions of possible discrimination in their treat-
ment at school would provide useful feedback to educators
about the impact of their evaluation and labelling activities.
Operationally, these five aspects of a school environ-
ment which are likely to influence the involvement of
learners in school (Outreach, Problem-Solving, Limits, Commun-
ication, and Discrimination) can be defined in the following
manner as independent variables for inclusion in a research
instrument
.
OUTREACH This variable describes student perceptions
of the degree to which the school makes special
efforts to involve a pupil in learning. Out-
reach attempts in a school include:
1) affirmative actions to identify student
needs
;
2) the practice of seeking information useful
in altering existing learning conditions
to better respond to pupils;
3) the practice of noticing and determining
reasons for fluctuations in a pupil s
involvement with the school
.
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PROBLEM-SOLVING
This variable describes student perceptions
of the school's ability to solve its own
organizational problems, particularly those
which contribute to the school-related problems
of its individual members. Problem-solving
begins with Outreach efforts. To problem-solve
,
a school must be effective at:
1) defining concerning situations as problems;
2) organizing to analyze the situation and to
propose alternative approaches to solve
the problem;
3) choosing possible solutions, implementing
them and assessing their impact.
LIMITS This variable considers student perceptions of
the clarity of the norms for acceptable personal
conduct in a school. Specifically, Limits in-
cludes :
1) the clarity of unwritten rules and stated
policy guidelines for appropriate pupil
behavior
;
2) consistency among teachers and administra-
tors in the application and enforcement
of rules and guidelines.
COMMUNICATION
This variable describes student perceptions of
the degree to which the school provides pupils
with information necessary to full and satisfying
involvement in school. An effective school
communication network includes:
1) well-planned communication structures which
directly reach the intended audience;
2) efforts to carefully identify and stress
the most necessary information;
3) multiple opportunities for receiving and
clarifying important information, aimed
especially to accomodate groups or indivi-
duals who are likely to miss or need the
information the most.
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DISCRIMINATION
This variable describes student perceptions of
conditions where individuals or groups receive
negative treatment from people who respond un-
favorably to a person's social class, cultural
background, gender or academic ability. Dis-
crimination may exist when:
1) school groups are closed to new members on
the basis of class, race or sex;
2) ability groupings, once set, make vertical
or lateral movement between levels diffi-
cult
;
3) disproportionate numbers of one social group
cluster into a school program;
4) pupils who drop out or accumulate discipline
referrals are disproportionately from an
identifiable social group.
Achievement in School Settings
Having considered the complex factors contributing to
marginal behavior in school settings, this review of the liter-
ature will now focus on the identification of variables which
influence achievement in school settings. The major referent
for this section will be the recent work of Benjamin Bloom
and his associates at the University of Chicago, who have
constructed and tested a model of school learning used to
predict and explain variations in achievem.ent in school.
This theoretical model is summarized in Figure 2.
In brief, the three interdependent variables which are
central to this theory of school learning are: a) the extent
to which the student has already learned the basic pre-
^^Bloom, School Learning.
FIGURE 2
MAJOR VARIABLES IN THE THEORY OF SCHOOL LEARNING
STUDENT
CHARACTERISTICS
INSTRUCTION LEARNING
OUTCOMES
Cognitive Entry
Behaviors
Level and Type of
Achievement
Learning
Task( s
)
Rate of Learning
Affective Entry
Characteristics Affective Outcomes
Quality of Instruction
requisites to the learning to be accomplished (Cognitive Entry
Behaviors); b) the extent to which the student is (or can be)
motivated to engage in the learning process (Affective Entry
Characteristics); c) the extent to which the instruction to
be given is appropriate to the learner (the Quality of
Instruction). Variations in these three variables affect the
Learning Outcomes (the level and type of achievement, the rate
of learning and the affective characteristics of the learner).
For the present purposes, the most relevant contribution
of this theory is Bloom's attempt to estimate, on the basis
of an extensive review of the literature as well as the sys-
tematic program of research undertaken by him and his col-
leagues, the extent to which individual differences in school
achievement are affected by these interdependent variables.
See Table 1 for a summary of these findings.
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An initially startling finding is that as much as
65 percent of the variation in achievement at the end of a
course is predictable from the measure of achievement and
attitude before the course started (a measure taken to in-
clude cognitive entry behaviors and affective entry charac-
teristics). As Bloom notes, about two-thirds of the varia-
tion in achievement at the end of a course is determined
years before the course started. In other words, it becomes
evident that students in schools are being judged on their
previous history of related learning to a larger degree than
on their learning within a present course.
Whether or not this dramatic finding holds true, it
clearly indicates the commonplace notion that a learner's
previous experiences in school influence his or her current
involvement and success in learning. For purposes of the
present study, student perceptions toward a Mis-Schooling
variable should indicate whether students perceive them-
selves as handicapped by previous academic deficiencies and
attitudes in their interactions with alternative school
environments. Specifically, an environmental variable cen-
tering on previous schooling contributions to learning would
include
:
Mis-Schooling
This variable describes learner perceptions of
the current degree of learning handicap stemming
from previous schooling. Mis-Schooling
considers
:
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1) th© I©v6l of skill B-t f a, i niii©n t of th© pupil j
2) th© sophistication or familiarity of th©
pupils with th© typ©s of l©arning ©nviron-
m©nts in which th©y will b© ©xp©ct©cl to
funct ion
;
3) th© gaps or d©fici©nci©s in a pupil's
information bas©
;
4) th© pr©s©nc© of nogativ© l©arning and
school behavior habits and attitudes.
As noted previously, prevalent methods of group instruc-
tion provide optimal qualities of instruction for only a few
learners, and are costly for many others. As Bloom opera-
tionalizes the effects of teaching and environments for learn-
ing in classrooms, the Quality of Instruction includes:
cues, or directions provided to learners; the participation
of the learner (covertly or overtly) in learning activities;
the reinforcement which the learner secures in relation to
his learning; and the feedback and corrective efforts made
in the environment to compensate for the errors inherent in
group instruction of divergent individuals. Interestingly
enough. Bloom ignores or minimizes the effects on learning
of the quality of curriculum materials, which effects he
presumably would subsume under all of the four components of
the Quality of Instruction variable. Quality of Instruction
alone can account, in Bloom's estimate, for as much as 25
percent of the variation in school achievement, but its
effect depends crucially upon the entry characteristics and
capabilities of learners.
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Most of the studies reviewed by Bloom involve an ob-
server rating the instruction in terms of its difficulty
for the students, the clarity of the ideas and concepts pre-
sented, and the extent to which the instruction was effective
.
For purposes of the present study, which seeks to determine
learner's perceptions of variables influencing their involve-
ment in learning, three closely related variables entitled
Difficulty, Clarity and Teacher Effectiveness have been
advanced to assess the impact of Bloom's Quality of Instruc-
tion variable.
Difficulty
This variable considers student perceptions of
the difficulty of the academic content and
process. Difficulty can be further described
as the match between the student's skills and
the level of challenge or press for excellence
inherent in the curriculum. Specifically, the
Difficulty variable includes:
1) the amount of reading,
work in classes;
writing and home-
2) the appropriateness of
classes
;
the pace of the
3) the amount of participation and attention
required in classes.
Clarity
This variable considers student perceptions of
the clarity of academic standards and expecta-
tions. In particular, the Clarity variable
assesses the general information students
^^It should be noted that Bloom views "participation
in classes as the major component of his Quality of Instruc-
tion variable, accounting for 80 percent of t e
achievement attributed to this variable, ’
he refers to a student’s active
^^^rielrning
through the practice of the behavior implied by the
lear
objective.
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possess concerning the new requirements and
procedures of the academic process in an
alternative school. Specifically, Clarity
includes
:
1) knowledge of procedures and criteria for
earning credit;
2) knowledge of procedures for making and
changing class schedules;
Q
3) knowledge of policies governing attendance.
Third, since the instructional and group management
styles of alternative school teachers have been found to be
generally more informal, more friendly, more open to criticism,
69
and less authoritarian than in traditional high schools,
an account of student perceptions toward the effectiveness
of their teachers at involving them in learning may be of
some interest. Since previous studies have indicated that
negative attitudes toward learning and school are significant-
ly related to pupil control behavior exercised by custodial-
70
minded teachers, one might expect that the generally more
positive attitudes toward teachers held by alternative school
^^According to Bloom's taxonomy of learning objectives,
"knowledge of" policies and procedure is one of the least
complex cognitive objectives. For this reason, high scores
on the Clarity variable might be expected. Further, the
differences in perception of student groups would thus
reveal gaps in basic information about a school's operation.
^^Moore, Multi-Method Study .
'^^Hoy
,
"Student Alienation," pp • 42-48; W. Pritchett and
D. J. Willower, "Student Perceptions of Teacher Pupil Control
Behavior and Student Attitudes Toward High School , Albert a
Journal of Educational Research 21 (1975) 2:110-115.
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students could be related to the reduction in custodial
control behavior in the alternative school. However, it
is also possible that some students may be disconnected from
alternative school environments because the more informal
and friendly teaching styles of some alternative school
teachers are not appropriate for them. Learners from homes
where strict parental control is exercised may be one such
group. For this reason, a Teacher Effectiveness variable
will be examined.
Teacher Effectiveness
This variable considers the student percep-
tions of the effectiveness of the instructional
and group management styles of their alterna-
tive school teachers. Specifically, Teacher
Effectiveness in the present study includes:
1) the group management abilities of teachers;
2) the personal /social counseling role of
teachers
;
3) the influence of the heavy work load on
teachers in alternative schools.
Two Additional Factors Influencing Achievement in Schools
According to the estimates of Bloom and his colleagues,
the combined influence of cognitive entry behavior, affective
71
Steven Gluckstern, "Assessment of Educational Environ-
ments; The Public Alternative School and its Student" (Ed.D.
disseration. University of Massachusetts at Amherst, 1974);
Lary Johnson
,
School-Related Attitudes of Students Attending
Secondary Alternative Schools (Minneapolis: Minneapolis
Public Schools, Report #C-75-45, Department of Research and
Education, 1975).
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entiji characteristics and quality of instruction should
account for 90 percent of the variation in achievement in
school. Yet, it is puzzling that such an astute student of
the effects of home environment on intelligence and achieve-
72
ment should fail to mention the recent empirical evidence
which attempts to refute the view that schools significantly
influence cognitive achievement. Much of this evidence
relates to changes in IQ scores, which Bloom dismisses as an
inappropriate measure of cognitive entry behavior. However,
Bloom's theory does not directly consider any extra-school
factors as important to school learning, perhaps because he
subsumes (without saying so) the effects of home and com-
munity environments in his consideration of cognitive and
affective entry characteristics of learners.
Other observers prior to Bloom who have reviewed the
body of statistical studies which attempted to determine the
causes of student achievement have concluded that most of
the explainable variance in test scores is attributabe to
73
out-of-school influences rather than in-school ones.
The clear contradiction between these two points of view
—
the first explaining variations in achievement by in-school
factors and the second explaining this variance by extra-school
72
Bloom, Stability and Change .
Behn et al., "School is Bad; Work is Worse,"
School Review 83 (November 1974); H. Averch et al . , How
Effective is Schooling? A Critical Review and Synthesis of
Research Findings (Santa Monica, Cal.: RAND Corporation,
1972).
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factors—may well indicate that both sets of factors are im-
portant. For this reason, student perceptions of two addi-
tional variables Peer Influence and Extra-School Priorities
may be important additions to the factors affecting achieve-
ment highlighted by Bloom.
With important debts traceable to Waller's classic
study of the sociology of the school, recent social
scientists concerned with the study of youth in school set-
tings have held that adolescents actually comprise a semi-
75independent social system in schools. This adolescent
society includes several interrelated components: a culture
consisting of norms, values and custom.s
;
a status system,
which ranks its members according to certain performances and
attributes; and a social structure or interaction pattern
TG
among the young which shapes their conduct and beliefs.
In general
,
because of rapid technological change and the
consequent decline in the ability of the family to socialize
the child, the period of time in school necessary for a child
to take a place in the community has dramatically increased
^\illard Waller, The Sociology of Teaching (New York:
John Wiley & Sons, 1932).
^^Wayne Gordon, The Social System of the High School
(Glencoe, 111.: The Free Press, 1957); James Coleman, The
Adolescent Society: The Social Life of the Teenager and its
Impact on Education (New York: The Free Press, 1961).
"^^Edward L. McDill et al., Sources o f Educational
Climat es in High Schools (Johns Hopkins University. .
Document Reproduction Service, ED 010 621, December,
Chapter I.
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77during this century. Coleman's explication of the teen-
ager's lack of interest in education or outright rejection of
scholastic norms was that adolescent societies focused the
young person's interests on matters far removed from educa-
tion. Broadly speaking, these adolescent societies, with a
more meaningful set of sanctions than the schools have to
impose, often divert their participants’ behavior into
activities which conflict with educational goals. In sum, a
major thesis of Coleman's message was that the fundamental
competition in high school was for recognition and respect
in the eyes of one's peers. Only secondarily was achievement
in school important for most students, and then primarily as
a means to peer recognition.
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Wilson, who studied the peer group norms of boys in
eight different West Coast high schools, has shown that the
"value climate" of such groups affects academic achievement
and aspirations. These contextual effects were maintained
when personal and social background factors were controlled.
His findings regarding climate effects on educational aspira—
79 SO
tions have been corroborated by Michael and Ram.s^y.
^'^Coleman, Adolescent Society .
’^^Allan B. Wilson, "Residential Segregation of Social
Classes and Aspirations of High School Boys," American Socio-
logical Review 24 (1959) 836-845,
^^John A. Michael, "High School Climates
Entering College," Public Opinion Quarterly 25 (1961)
585-590
®°Natalie Ramsfiy, American Hi gh Schools at Mid-Century.
Columbia University of Applied Social Research,
graphed
.
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Further, Herr in a study of 725 high school students in
suburban New Jersey found that the press for emotional expres-
siveness derived from students' peer groups and ran counter
op
to the academic press in these schools. Finally, Dagen
found in a study of 2,030 high school students in two Chicago
high schools that peer influence was importantly related to
the decision to drop out of school. For example, if a
student's peer group placed a relatively low value on educa-
tion, the poorly achieving student would be more likely to
decide to drop out.
Based on this evidence, student perceptions of a Peer
Influence variable were considered important. The dimen-
sions of this variable include:
Peer Influence
This variable considers student perceptions
of the degree to which peer group pressures
encourage positive participation in learning
at school. In particular, the peer influence
variable includes:
1) peer expectations for regular attendance
and high achievement
;
2) peer influence on disciplinary difficulties
of students.
A second variable influencing achievement in schools
not directly considered by Bloom derives primarily from a
^^Edwin L. Herr, "Differential Perception of 'Environ-
mental Press' by High School Students
" The Personnel anj
Guidance Journal 43 (March 1965) 7:678-686.
^^Edward Z. Dagen, "A Study of
Which Lead to Decisions to Drop Out of Hig
dissertation, Purdue University, 1968).
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practical base, but its selection receives support from the
Q O
dropout literature, notably Tseng. Observations of high
school students who are marginal in schools indicates that
adolescents who have been denied positive assurances of their
worth in school seek positive reassurances for that worth in
interests and activities centered outside school walls.
Further, students from homes with fewer material resources
often bear a major responsibility for jobs around the house
or for paid employment. These responsibilities drain the
time and energy needed for school work. In addition, the
adolescent's adjustment problems at home also influence at-
tention span and participation at school. For these reasons,
student perceptions of an Extra-School Priorities variable
were collected to shed additional light on the influence of
this factor. The dimensions of this variable include;
Extra-School Priorities
This variable considers student perceptions of
the impact of responsibilities, difficulties,
and interests outside school which might con-
flict with and prevent full involvement in
school. In particular, Extra-School priorities
include
:
1) pupil responsibilities at home or at work;
2) pupil relationships with parents;
3) pupil interests that cannot be adequately
pursued during school.
^^Tseng, "Comparisons."
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Conclusion of Chapter II
Tho prosGn t at ion in this second chapter has accomplished
two major purposes. First, the importance of using student
perceptions to investigate learning environments was estab-
lished. Second, variables which influence both marginal
behavior and achievement in school were reviewed as a way to
identify environmental conditions likely to influence the
involvement of learners in alternative schools.
The grid presented in Figure 3 summarizes the direct
and indirect relationships between variables related to
learner involvement in school and the eleven environmental
conditions which will be measured by the research instrument.
In sum, five variables influencing marginality in school
settings were elaborated: 1) group instructional methods and
consequent "errors" in learnings; 2) ongoing instructional
and sdlf-evaluations of academic adequacy; 3) student respon-
ses to unproductive learning environments; 4) ambivalence
toward important "social objects" and school norms; 5) labelling
of individuals in terms of primary and secondary deviation.
Next, five related variables influencing achievement
in school environments were discussed: a) cognitive entry
behaviors; b) affective entry characteristics; c) quality of
instruction; d) peer influence; e) extra-school priorities.
In the course of these presentations, eleven environmental
dimensions likely to influence the involvement of learners
in alternative schools were advanced and defined:
Outreach,
Problem-Solving, Limits, Communication, Discrimination,
Clarity, Difficulty, Teacher Effectiveness, Mis-Schooling
,
Peer Influence, and Extra-School Priorities,
purposes, these environmental conditions are
and summarized in Appendix A.
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CHAPTER I I I
RESEARCH PROCEDURES
Chapter III describes the research methods used in the
present study. The purpose of this chapter is to detail the
processes involved in the selection of the sample; the develop-
ment of the research instruments; and the collection, report-
ting and analysis of the data. Further, information concern-
ing the reliability and validity of the research instruments
will be reported in this chapter. The data base for the
present study includes the survey responses of 1,692 students
in thirty-one public alternative high schools in six Eastern
states
.
Selection of the Sample
To create a sample of at least thirty public alterna-
tive high school programs, an initial mailing list of 140
alternative programs was culled from alternative school
directories published by the National Alternative Schools
2
Program;^ the New Schools Exchange Newsletter; Community
^National Alternative Schools Program, Public Alterna-
t ive Schools. 1974: A National Directory (Amherst, ^/la :
National Alternative Schools Program, 1974); Idem, 1975
Directory of Public Alternative Schools,” in Applesauce 1
(May 1975 )
.
^”1973-74 Directoryof Alternative
Exchange Newsletter , no. 101 (September
National Alternative School Directory
Newsletter, no. 126 (Summer 1975).
Schools,” New Schools
15, 1973); ”1975
New Schools Exchange
96
97
Interaction Through Youth. ^ This first tentative mailing
list contained all public alternative high schools in New
Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode Island,
eastern New York and northern New Jersey that were listed in
these directories. Since many alternative school programs
have a short life span or undergo rapid identity changes
making them difficult to contact, an effort was made to verify
the current existence, address and director of a school by
tracing through telephone contact and by cross-checking in the
directories. A second tentative mailing list was then created
including schools for which clear information was available.
The second tentative mailing list differed from the first in
that each entry had been verified using at least two sources.
Nevertheless, further inaccuracies were identified. This
second-stage mailing list had to be screened one last time
for accuracy against the working files at the National Al-
ternative Schools Program, whose staff was in the process of
updating their national directory of public alternative
schools
.
Letters introducing the purpose and problem of the
proposed research were sent to a third and final mailing list
of 76 public alternative schools, which included public
alternative schools in New England whose addresses and
existence could be verified through the use of published
^Community Interaction Through Youth, Public Secondary
Schools Without Walls in New England . 1972-1973 (Cambridge,
Ma .
:
Community Interaction Through Youth, 1972),
98
directories. This screening process tended to select estab-
lished alternative schools having existed for several years.
Similar letters introducing this research were also sent to
the superintendents of the fifty public school systems where
these alternative programs were located. Included in each
school’s letter was a stamped, self-addressed flyer to be
completed and returned indicating definite interest, tentative
interest or no interest in the project. A follow-up reminder
letter was sent to the school, after returns from half of the
schools had been received. These letters produced the fol-
lowing responses
26 Definite Interest
21 Tentative Interest
6 No Interest
11 Schools no longer in existence at this
address
12 No Response
Final selection of schools was made on the basis of
five criteria:
1) Location of School: a balance in the sample between
urban, suburban and rural schools
was sought
.
2) Multicultural Mix: abalancein the sample between pre-
dominantly White (White student
population > 80%); predominantly
Black or Puerto Rican (Black and
Puerto Rican student population
> 80%) ; and multicultural student
population ( <^ 80% majority group)
was desired.
^see Appendix B for copies of selected correspondence
with the schools.
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3) Size : No school program larger than 250
students was selected.
4) Interest in the Problem : School Directors who were con-
cerned about the problem of marginal
learners in their schools and likely
to use this research were selected.
5) Programmatic Diversity : A range of school philosophies
and program designs, was sought.
Information regarding these five criteria was collected in
telephone interviews, which also served to clarify questions
of the alternative school personnel about the purpose of the
study and the data collection procedures. After this dialogue,
fifteen of the schools that had initially expressed tentative
interest now expressed definite interest in participating in
the research. In this way, a definite interest group of
forty-one schools was identified.
Thirty-one schools from twenty-seven school systems of
six Eastern states were selected on the basis of the five
defined criteria. A waiting list of five additional schools
was created, to serve as a contingency pool of alternates
should cancellations, time and resources permit their inclu-
sion in the sample. One cancellation did occur (it emerged
that an urban creative and performing arts school only oper-
ated on a part-time basis) so that one school with an arts
accent from the waiting list group was included in the
final sample. Table 2 presents the Location, Size, Racial
Mix, Program Design, and Curriculum Emphasis of the sampled
schools
.
In all, fifteen urban schools, ten suburban schools and
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six rural schools were visited. Among these, seventeen
schools were classified as predominantly White; eight schools
as Multicultural; and six schools as predominantly Black and
Puerto Rican. Finally, eleven alternative programs were
labelled smal
1
(
^
75 students)
; thirteen schools were medium-
sized (75 students medium—sized 120 students)
; and seven
schools were relatively large (>^120 students). In order to
protect the identity of the sample institutions, the schools
were listed according to a numerical coding system correspond-
ing to the order in which they were visited.
TABLE 2
LOCATION, SIZE, RACIAL MIX, PROGRAM DESIGN
AND CURRICULUM EMPHASIS OF SAMPLED ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS
Number of Program Design and
School Location Students Racial Mix Curriculum Emphasis
01. Urban
03. Urban
04. Urban
05. Urban
06. Urban
100 65% White
25% Black
9% Puerto Rican
50 75% White
5% Black
20% Puerto Rican
120 65% Black
35% Puerto Rican
77 65% Black
30% White
5% Puerto Rican
77 71% White
23% Black
5% Puerto Rican
School-Without -Walls
academic emphasis.
Street Academy
basic skills empha-
sis .
School Within a
School, basic skills
emphasis
.
"for school-alienated
failures" Indivi-
dualized basic skills
curriculum emphasis.
Independent alterna-
tive with academic
curriculum emphasis.
TABLE 2
LOCATION, SIZE, RACIAL MIX, PROGRAM DESIGN
AND CURRICULUM EMPHASIS OF SAMPLED ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS
( continued)
Number of Program Design and
School Location Students Racial Mix Curriculum Emphasis
07. Urban
08. Urban
09. Urban
10. Urban
12. Urban
19. Urban
21. Urban
23. Urban
104 85% White
15% Black
104 60% Black
40% Puerto Rican
41 55% Black
40% White
5% Puerto Rican
83 45% Black
45% Puerto Rican
10% White
121 67% White
30% Black
3% Puerto Rican
149 70% White
30% Black
114 66% White
34% Black
105 78% Black
14% Puerto Rican
8% White
School Within a
School emphasizing
G.E.D. preparation.
School Within a
School originally for
discipline problem
female students,
emphasizing "remedial
work .
"
Mini School, aca-
demic emphasis.
School Within a
School for 9th and
10th grade boys with
attendance problems;
behavioral rewards and
academic focus.
Independent Alterna-
tive emphasizing
basic skills, af-
fective education and
career preparation.
School Without Walls
academic and indepen-
dent learning skills
focus
.
Independent Alterna-
tive emphasizing
"academic preparation
for life."
Independent Alterna-
tive with work/study
emphasis
.
101
TABLE 2
LOCATION, SIZE, RACIAL MIX, PROGRAM DESIGN
AND CURRICULUM EMPHASIS OF SAMPLED ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS
( continued)
Number of Program Design and
School Location Students Racial Mix Curriculum Emphasis
26. Urban
29. Urban
02. Rural
14. Rural
15. Rural
17. Rural
24. Rural
58 80% Black Independent Alterna-
12% White tive with basic
8% Puerto Rican skills and affective
growth emphasis.
135 70% Black
25% Puerto Rican
5% Other
39 100% White
28 97% White
3% Native
American
92 80% White
5% Black
15% Other
65 100% White
100 100% White
Career Academy
,
aca-
demic and health
careers emphasis.
School Within a
School
,
for students
who need more struc-
ture and adult moni-
toring. Academic
emphasis
.
Independent Alterna-
tive, emphasizing
basic skills and
ability grouping in
academic subjects.
School Within a
School emphasizing
affective growth and
"realistic prepara-
tion for adult life."
Independent Alterna-
tive, highly inte-
grated academic
curriculum.
Independent Alterna-
tive for dropouts
emphasizing indivi-
dualized progress to
diploma.
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TABLE 2
AND
School
30.
11 .
13.
16.
18.
20 .
22 .
25.
LOCATION, SIZE, RACIAL MIX, PROGRAM DESIGN
CURRICULUM EMPHASIS OF SAMPLED ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS
( continued)
Number of Program Design and
Location Students Racial Mix Curriculum Emphasis
Rural 17 95% White
5% Black
Suburban 106 100% White
Suburban 53 100% White
Suburban 77 100% White
Suburban 54 100% White
Suburban 220 80% White
20% Black
Suburban 73 97% White
3% Black
Suburban 97 85% White
15% Black
Independent Alterna-
tive, emphasizing
individualized G.E.D.
preparat ion
.
School Within a
School for 11th and
12th grades, academic
emphasis
.
School Within a
School
,
academic and
student decision-
making emphases.
School Within a
School emphasizing
action/study projects
and independent
study
.
School Within a
School, academic and
student account-
ability emphases.
Independent Alterna-
tive, academic and
student decision-
making emphases.
School Within a
School, academic and
affective growth
emphases
•
Independent Alterna-
tive with academic
and student decision-
making emphases.
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TABLE 2
LOCATION, SIZE, RACIAL MIX, PROGRAM DESIGN
AND CURRICULUM EMPHASIS OF SAMPLED ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS
( continued)
Number of Program Design and
School Location Students Racial Mix Curriculum Emphasis
27. Suburban 140 98% White
2% Black
School Within a
School with academic
emphasis
.
28. Suburban 135 98% White
2% Black
School Within a
School with academic
emphasis
.
31. Suburban 73 100% White Independent Alterna-
tive with academic
and affective growth
emphases
.
In sum, a stratified sample has been created to repre-
sent the diverse demographic and academic features of public
alternative high schools. Data collection was limited to
thirty-one selected schools, and the immediate results of
the study are restricted to these institutions. Yet, the
sample of schools is intended to be representative enough
to provide important information concerning similar public
schools and the alternative school movement on the northern
part of the East Coast.
Development of the Research Instruments
Data for the present study were collected through the
use of two research instruments. First, the Alternative
School Environment Survey (ASES) is a medium-length survey
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questionnaire designed to gather student perceptions toward
the presence or absence of specific environmental conditions
in alternative high schools. This survey instrument uses
student perceptions to characterize specific dimensions of
the environment which are likely to influence learner involve-
ment in school. Second, the Marginal Learner Identification
Checklist is a list of four criteria to be used by school
staff to identify the names of learners on the margins of
teacher classrooms and counseling groups. The purpose for
this checklist is to introduce criteria that define signifi-
cant marginal behaviors in observable terms.
Creation of Pilot Questionnaire
The process used in developing the pilot survey ques-
tionnaire can be summarized in the following five steps.
1 ) Review of Research Literature
A review of research literature on variables affecting
marginality and achievement in high school settings identified
eleven important environmental variables likely to influence
the interaction of learners with alternative high school
environments. These eleven environmental variables (named
Outreach, Problem-Solving, Limits, Communication, Discrimina-
tion, Clarity, Difficulty, Teacher Effectiveness, Mis-School-
ing. Peer Influence and Extra-School Priorities) provide the
organizing structure for the survey items included in the
questionnaire. Chapter II describes in detail the theoretical
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and empirical antecedents of these variables.^
It is important to note the existence of a practical
referent for these variables and related items. As a staff
member and co-coordinator of an inner-city alternative
high school program in 1975, the researcher served as chair-
person for a committee whose charge was to provide assistance
to students having difficulty in school. The files and
minutes from this committee's work provided examples of speci-
fic types of student difficulty in an alternative school,
which were useful for creating survey items related to each
major variable.
2 ) Review of Survey Variables and Items
To facilitate the critical appraisal of possible sur-
vey variables and items, a report was prepared including
possible variables, definitions for each variable, sample
items for each variable and a short justification for the use
of each variable. To create the sample items, a process
similar to the approach used for the specification of behavior-
al objectives was followed. In this approach, each environ-
mental variable was analyzed to determine which specific
student behaviors, teacher behaviors and learning conditions
would be present in a school environment where this variable
was strongly evident. These behaviors and conditions were
then described in observable terms, which would be plain or
familiar to students.
^See Appendix A for a description of the environmental
variables included in the survey.
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This report, containing survey variables, items and
definitions, was presented in four separate forums for criti-
cism and refinement of survey variables and items. There
were three specific purposes for these review steps; first,
to screen possible survey variables for appropriateness to
the problem of marginal learners; second, to focus and revise
each variable so as to improve its applicability in alterna-
tive schools; and, third, to insure that the eleven variables
provided a balanced and comprehensive approach to factors
which might influence involvement in a high school learning
environment. In short, the focus of the four separate review
presentations was on clarifying and focusing the survey
variables and items for their intended task of describing
conditions which influence the involvement of marginal and
other learners in an alternative school.
First
,
the survey variables were reviewed by members of
the researcher's dissertation committee; Dr. Robert Sinclair,
committee chairperson (also Associate Professor of Curriculum
and Instruction, and Director of the Center for the Study of
Learning Environments); Dr. Peter Rossi (Professor of Sociology
and Director of the Social and Demographic Research Insti-
tute) ; and Dr. Norma Jean Anderson (Professor of Education
and Associate Dean of the School of Education). These re-
viewers were asked to determine whether the eleven variables
represented a comprehensive approach to factors which
influence
learner involvement in high school settings. The
committee
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concurred that these eleven variables were appropriate and
adequate for this purpose.
Second, the survey variables were presented to a gradu-
ate seminar on curriculum research. This group reviewed the
specificity and rigor of the definition of each survey
variable. As a result of this discussion, eight of eleven
variable definitions were reworded.
Third, the survey variables were debated during a
special meeting of the directors of four Satellite Career
Academies, a network of public alternative schools serving
minority students in New York City. These educational leaders
focused their attention on the appropriateness of these
variables for providing important information about the per-
ceptions and problems of learners on the margins of alterna-
tive schools. As a result of this discussion, the definition
of marginal learners was sharpened, and eighteen specific
suggestions for survey items were noted.
Fourth, two nationally respected experts on alternative
school research and practice were asked to determine how the
survey variables could be revised to become more applicable
to a variety of alternative high school environments. Dr.
Donald Moore (Director of the Center for New Schools in
Chicago and a noted researcher on alternative schools ) and
Dr. Greta Pruitt (Principal of the Area E Alternative School
in Los Angeles) provided written critiques for each variable
which outlined specific learning conditions related to the
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problems of marginal learners in alternative schools. From
comments, an additional twenty— two survey items were
created. In sum, input from these four sources contributed
to the comprehensiveness and appropriateness of the survey
variables for the study of the perceptions of marginal and
other learners in alternative school environments. In all,
149 survey items related to eleven variable scales emerged for
further consideration from the review process.
3) Matching Survey Items to Survey Variables
To insure that individual survey items related directly
to a single variable, and to determine whether the group of
items associated with each variable provided a representative
sample of the important content of that variable, two review
panels (each consisting of three advanced doctoral students
of education and one educational researcher) were formed.
The judges and researchers were selected for their expertise
in curriculum and learning environment research.
Each judge on Panel A was provided an assessment set
that included four randomly selected variables, a definition
for each selected variable and a randomly ordered list of
possible survey items related to each variable. Panel A
judges were asked to rank each sample item using the follow-
ing scale: a) the item directly relates to the variables;
b) the item indirectly relates to the variable; c) the item
does not relate to the variable. Judges were also asked to
suggest rewording of survey items and to create new items
110
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sid©r©d to show a dir©ct r©lationship to th©ir variabl© seal©.
In this fashion, ©ach sampl© it©m was consid©r©d by at l©ast
two Pan©l A judg©s. As a r©sult of this scr©©n, 107 it©ms
w©r© consid©r©d in dir©ct r©lationship to variabl©s; tw©nty-
thr©© it©ms in indir©ct r©lationship and nin©t©©n it©ms w©r©
consid©r©d to b© unr©lat©d to th© appropriat© variabl© seal©.
Also, fourt©©n n©w it©ms w©r© r©comm©nd©d
.
N©xt
,
Pan©l B judg©s w©r© pr©s©nt©d with thr©© randomly
s©l©ct©d variabl©s and th©ir dofinitions. In addition, on a
s©parat© list, th©s© judg©s w©r© provid©d with all th© pos-
sibl© surv©y it©ms r©lat©d to th© thr©© variabl©s, but with
no id©ntif ication that might indicat© which variabl© an item
was intended to describe. In other words, for Panel B, th©
survey items were combined into on© list and printed in ran-
dom order. Th© task for Panel B was to correctly match ©ach
item to th© appropriat© variable. Further, th© judges were
requested to not© which placement decisions required unusual
deliberations or even a guess. In this way, the possibilities
for correct placement on the basis of a guess were offset.
Finally, Panel B judges also revised items to produce greater
clarity. At least two Panel B judges performed these tasks
for each variable and for each possible survey item As a
Ill
result of their efforts, fifty-two items were identified as
difficult to confidently relate to a single variable.
Selection of Survey Items for the Pilot Research Instrument
Finally, the results of Panel A and Panel B screenings
were brought together. By this point, each possible survey
item had been reviewed for its clarity and direct relation-
ship to a single variable by four educators (two .judges from
Panel A and two judges from Panel B). The task now was to
select survey items to be included in a pilot research instru-
ment. Two criteria were used to identify the items which most
directly described each variable scale. First, to be selected
for the pilot research instrument, an item had to be con-
sidered in direct relationship to its variable by at least
three out of four judges. Second, if an item was considered
by at least one judge to not relate at least indirectly to
a variable, the item was discarded. Using these criteria,
eighty-four statements were selected for the pilot research
instrument, while seventy-nine possible items were eliminated
by the selection process.
5 ) Ethnic and Student Screen
The final step used to perfect a pilot research instru-
ment focused on improving the readability of survey items.
Three teachers of different cultural backgrounds (one Black,
one Puerto Rican, one Asian) reviewed survey items related to
each variable for terminology and syntax that might be con-
fusing to students from these same cultural backgrounds.
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These teachers were also asked to propose substitute wording
for items that would be appropriate for students with low
reading ability. Each possible item was screened by two
teachers for these two purposes.
Finally, one high school student who was a poor reader
and one junior high student who had a visual learning handi-
cap read aloud the final draft version of the pilot survey
instrument to the researcher, who noted stumbling points in
their reading. The students commented on each question,
allowing the researcher to determine whether their sense of
the question related to the intended content of the variable.
As a result of these screening processes, the phrasing and
vocabulary of the survey items were simplified and made
sensitive to different cultural backgrounds.
Description of the Pilot Instrument
The pilot survey instrument consisted of two parts. In
Part A, students reported their sex, cultural background,
and parental occupations. Next, they responded to five
general questions concerning their attendance, their satis-
faction with school, their relations to teachers, their rela-
tions with peers at school, and their participation in student
governance. In Part B, students responded to 84 survey items
related to the eleven environmental variables.
Two four-point response systems were used for Part B.
ferred to customs and policies in thisIf a survey item re
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school environment or to an individual student's behavior at
school, students would respond that the statement was
:
1) Mostly True; 2) True More Than Half the Time; 3) True Less
Than Half the Time; 4) Mostly False. If a survey item re-
ferred to the behavior of their teachers, students could
respond that the statement was: 1) True for Most Teachers;
2) True for More Than Half the Teachers; 3) True for Less
Than Half the Teachers; 4) True for Very Few Teachers. The
survey was answered by first writing directly in the survey
booklet, and then by copying this reponse on an optical scan
computer answer form. The purpose for marking each response
twice on the pilot instrument was to determine which marking
system was more convenient and effective for students. Later,
interviews were conducted with sampled respondents to deter-
mine their preference for answering the items. The inter-
views also provided a way to consider the possible confounding
influence of making two responses. In all, the initial survey
instrument was designed to take forty-five minutes to admin-
ister and complete.
Preliminary Testing of the Instrument
There were four major purposes for field-testing the
pilot questionnaire: first, to identify problems in collect-
ing and processing data; second, to collect information for
refining and improving survey questions; third, to determine
an appropriate response system for answering survey items
,
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and fourth, to perfect the administration procedures. For
these reasons, the pilot questionnaire was administered to
a racially mixed group of fifty-one students at a public
alternative high school program in Cincinnati, Ohio. This
school was selected for pilot testing because represented in the
school were students with the range of social and academic
characteristics found in public alternative schools to be
sampled. Also, since the investigator was familiar with this
school, there would be complete cooperation, and the survey
results could be matched to his previous, in-depth knowledge
of the school environment.
For this preliminary testing, the following administra-
tive procedures were followed:
1. When all students present on the administration
day were gathered in one room, the survey admin-
istrator was introduced to the students by the
director of the alternative school. After making
several remarks designed to reduce possible
student anxiety, the survey administrator explained
the purpose of the survey and the importance
(as well as the anonymity) of their reponses.
The administrator then read aloud to students the
directions contained in the survey, while they
followed along in their booklets.
®See Appendix C for a copy of the pilot research
in-
strument .
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2. The method for responding to survey items was
practiced by completing an example in the
booklet and students were then asked to begin on
Part A (personal information and general questions
about the student's relationship to the school).
During this tim^ the administrator checked the
example to make sure the students understood the
process for marking their responses.
3. After an opportunity to ask questions about how
to respond, the students were instructed to continue
until they completed the survey booklet. No
time allotment was set for finishing the survey.
4. While students were busy working, teachers were
asked to identify students whom they considered
disconnected from their classes and learning groups.
This concept of marginality was explained verbally
to refer to students with attendance difficulties,
to students with low participation or high dis-
satisfaction, or to students who persistently caused
disciplinary problems.
5. As students completed their survey booklets, they
brought them to the administrator, who scanned
them for completion as he accepted them.
6. Later, verbal ability scores of students were
collected, if available.
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Revising the Pilot Survey Questionnaire
Two problems in collecting and processing data were
identified in the preliminary testing. First, teachers re-
quired more specific directions to complete their task of
identifying learners on the margins of the school. For this
purpose, the Marginal Learner Identification Checklist was
7developed. Second, some students balked at providing per-
sonal information, particularly concerning their parental
occupations. As a result, changes in the phrasing of these
questions and in the written and oral directions were made to
emphasize the anonymity of student responses and to stress
the safeguards protecting individuals and schools from
possible misuse of research information.
Three sources provided information for improving survey
items. First, two of the most interested students, as well
as two of the most critical students, were invited to meet
after the survey administration to review the instrument
with the researcher. This discussion highlighted corny or
outdated phrasing and led to the simplification of both the
directions and six survey statements. Second, eight survey
items causing frequent misunderstandings among respondents
during the administration period were noted and revised.
Finally, the input of alternative school teachers and the
director was considered. Their comments related principally
'^See below page 120 for a description of this Checklist.
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to improving the process for grouping and dismissing students.
After the consideration of information from these
sources and after the examination of the survey items, five
actions were taken to revise the items. First, educational
jargon was reworded or eliminated. For example, the term
"my advisor” was changed to ”the teacher who works with me
most,” and the term "school orient iat ion” was dropped. In
this way, a vocabulary common to all schools and familiar
to more students was adopted. Second, to reduce complicated
syntax, survey sentences were telescoped into one or, at most,
two clauses. Third, words of three or more syllables were
scrutinized to determine if they could be replaced by a
synonym. Fourth, to simplify comparison of variable scores,
the survey was revised to include an equal number of items
for each variable. Fifth, each survey variable was repre-
sented by an even number of positively and negatively related
items. These actions were intended to reduce response bias
related to the wording of the statement. In sum, forty-two
of the eighty-four survey items in the pilot questionnaire
were revised in minor ways. In addition, five statements
were completely reworded, and four new statements were written.
Finally, a new response system was created. Instead
of responding on a four point scale, students were asked to
respond either "Mostly True” or "Mostly False” to each item.
Also, in the revised version, students were instructed
to
mark their responses directly on an optical scan computer
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answer form. In sum, the pilot testing of the survey ques-
tionnaire led to a streamlined instrument used to determine
the educational environment in alternative schools as seen
through the eyes of students who live and learn in these
environments.
Description of the Final Instrument
The Alternative School Environment Survey (ASES) con-
sists of eighty-eight statements about the instruction, cur-
riculum, norms and conditions in alternative high schools.
In particular, this research instrument collects student
perceptions concerning eleven selected dimensions of an alter-
native school that are likely to influence the involvement of
learners who experience difficulty or dissatisfaction in
school. The research instrument also collects information
concerning the gender, cultural background and social class
of students, and can be used to describe the alternative
school environment as viewed by demographically different
student groups.
Administration and Scoring of the Survey Questionnaire
The ASES survey can be administered by one person to
all students present in the alternative school, or, after
]30ing trained for survey administration, teachers can admin-
ister the instrument to smaller groups in their classrooms.
The general administrative procedures have been described pre-
viously for the pilot testing of this instrument. A copy of
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th© Alt) ©rn at i
V
0 School Environmont Survoy is included in
Appendix D, and is accompanied by complete administrative
directions, which resulted from the preliminary testing.
A school score is given on each of the eleven environ-
mental variables. The technique used for obtaining variable
scores has been used and found to be successful by Pace,®
Sinclair, and Browne. If sixty-six percent or more of the
students answer a survey item in the keyed direction, the
statement is scored +1, indicating strong agreement among
students as to the presence of this condition in the school
environment. Alternatively, if less than thirty-three per-
cent of the students answer a statement in the keyed direction,
that statement is scored -1, indicating strong agreement as
to the absence of the condition in the school environment.
Each variable score represents the sum of scores for the
eight items that make up that variable scale. Finally, a
constant of eight points is added to all scores to eliminate
the possibility of negative numbers. This scoring approach
is called the ”66 plus 33 minus” method of scoring because
it takes into account a two to one level of student consensus
®C. Robert Pace, College and University Environment
Scales: Technical Manual , 2nd ed. (Princeton, N.J.: Educa-
tional Testing Service, 1969).
^Robert L. Sinclair, "Elementary School Educational
Environment: Measurement of Selected Variables of Environ-
mental Press” (Ed.D. dissertation, University of California
at Los Angeles, 1968).
^^John Browne, "An Investigation of Multi-Cultural Press
in Elementary Classrooms” (Ed.D. dissertation, University of
Massachusetts at Amherst, 1975).
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in both directions from the answer key, and thus gives some
measure of the intensity of the environment.
The Marginal Learner Identification Checklist
To assist school staffs in the identification of learners
on the margins of their classes and counseling groups, the
concept of "learners on the margins of school environments"
was defined through the use of the following four criteria
which resulted from the preliminary testing;
1) The student misses more than one-third of your
classes or counseling group meetings.
2) The student clashes with two or more teachers.
3) The student is seriously displeased or dissatis-
fied with your school.
4) The student causes major disciplinary problems
at your school.
Several alternative school teachers hesitated to iden-
tify students on the margins of their schools. Reasons cited
for this hesitation included; it contributed to a labelling
of students that would influence their future expectations
from the student; students would be upset if they found out;
none of their students were seriously marginal. Nevertheless,
in thirty of thirty-one schools teachers named marginal
learners using these criteria. The purpose of introducing
the criteria for determining students who were marginal was
to provide an opeiational basis by which to identify a group
of students who were not connected with the alternative school
environment
.
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Validity of the Alternative School Environment Survey
An appraisal instrument that measures what it claims to
measure is termed "valid." A committee of the American Edu-
cational Research Association has described four principal
types of validity: construct validity, content validity,
concurrent validity and predictive validity. Other
researchers also consider face validity and curricular valid-
ity to be important. Since this initial, exploratory study
seeks to begin the long process of developing and improving
a research instrument, it is not possible or appropriate to
expect definitive validity findings for each of the six
varieties of validity that have been introduced. Instead, to
begin to determine whether the Alternative School Environment
Survey measures the precise characteristics for which it was
designed, evidence for three types of validity—construct
validity, content validity and face validity—will be con-
sidered in detail. The reasons why these types of validity
were selected for investigation will also be advanced. Last,
the other types of validity will be briefly defined and their
appropriateness for the current research will be summarized.
^^American Educational Research Association, Technical
Recommendations for Achievement Tests (Washington, D.C.:
American Educational Research Association, 1955).
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Construct Validity
Construct validity findings determine to what extent
the data measured by a research instrument are consistent
with theoretical expectations and findings guiding the study.
In particular, to what degree does the research instrument
tap what is being implied by the theoretical definitions
that provide parameters for the study? Bloom observes that
environmental assessment techniques characteristically empha-
size construct validity, since assessment must go to more
elaborate lengths to use theories or models to guide it in
12particular assessment situations. For this reason, construct
validity was chosen as the first type of validity to be in-
vestigated.
Three types of interrelated evidence can be presented
to support the construct validity of the instrument used in
the present study. First, the history of the development of
the instrument provides evidence that a careful attempt to
derive research variables from theoretical and empirical
findings was made. In particular, the variables which form
the organizing structure of the instrument were reviewed for
theoretical comprehensiveness and appropriateness by four
external sources (a faculty dissertation committee, a graduate
research seminar, a group of alternative school directors and
two alternative school specialists) before being accepted for
this instrument.
^^Benjamin S. Bloom, "Toward a Theory of
Includes Measurement—Evaluation—Assessment
Testing Which
in The Evaluation
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Second, the research findings reveal clear differences
in the predicted direction between the views of marginal and
non-marginal learners in alternative schools. These findings,
presented in full in Question 2 of Chapter IV, are evidence
of the instrument's ability to reflect the significant dif-
ferences in perception expected between two distinct groups
of alternative school students.
Third, several intercorrelations among the research
variables that form the underpinning of the instrument are in
a direction that corresponds to the meaning of the constructs
measured by the instrument. Table 3 reports the estimated
intercorrelations among the ASES variables. For example, it
is reasonable to expect that Problem-Solving, Limits and
Communication should be closely related dimensions of the
school environment. The correlations among these variables
were significant at the .01 level of significance. Second,
when the environmental variables were derived from a more
general "parent" variable (as when Outreach, Clarity, Diffi-
culty and Teacher Effectiveness were constructed, in part, by
dividing aspects of Bloom's Quality of Instruction
variable), these resulting derivative variables would be
expected to be closely associated with each other. In fact,
one correlation significant at the .05 level, a second
of Instruction: Issues and Problems , eds. M.
and David E. Wiley (New York^ Holt , Rinehart
C. Wittrock
and Winston
Inc.
,
1970)
,
pp. 25-50.
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correlation significant at the .01 level, and a third corre-
lation significant at the .001 level were noted among these
variables. Finally, the work of Waller, Coleman, and
15Gordon established the pervasive influence of adolescent
peer groups across all aspects of the high school environment.
In the present study, five significant correlations between
the variable Peer Influence and other variables were noted.
These data support the construct validity of the instrument
because environmental conditions which were theoretically ex-
pected to be related were perceived as related by sampled
students
.
However, consideration of the intercorrelations pre-
sented in Table 3 reveals relatively weak intercorrelations
among several variables, notably Discrimination and Mis-
Schooling. This is evidence of the clear separation between
these variable scales. These variables were intended to
differentiate between the views of marginal and other learners,
and strong intercorrelations with other variables were not
expected. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the construct
validity of each variable scale needs to be considered on a
^^Willard Waller, The Sociology of Teaching (New York:
John Wiley & Sons, 1932).
^^James Coleman, The Adolescent Society: The Social
Life of the Teenager and its Impact on Education (New York:
The Free Press, 1961).
^^Wayne Gordon, The Social System of the High School
(Glencoe, 111.: The Free Press, 1957).
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separate basis. Quite possibly, variable scales will differ
from one another in terms of their validity.
The question of construct validity of every variable
scale is an issue for the future development of the Alterna-
tive School Environment Survey. As Cronbach notes, "... con-
struct validity is established through a long-continued
interplay between observation, reason and imagination."^®
Further work is needed in the refinement of the ASES . In
order to further establish construct validity, it will be
necessary to accumulate evidence through a number of studies
conducted under a variety of conditions.
Content Validity
The content validity of a measurement scale refers to
the degree to which the test items provide a representative
sample of the variable universe that is being measured. Two
aspects of content validity can be considered. First, do
survey items directly relate to the variable they purportedly
describe? Second, do survey items represent a balanced and
adequate sample of the characteristics that comprise the
variable they are designed to measure? Content validity was
chosen for the present study because it is important to begin
to determine the appropriateness of the survey items for
accurately gauging student perceptions of specific dimensions
^®Lee J. Cronback, Essentials of Psychological Testing
(New York: Harper & Row, 1960), p. 121.
SaiilHOIHd
lOOHOS-VHiXa
o
o
aowamaNi
Haad
SNIIOOHDS
-SIW
ssaNaAiiiDaaaa
HaHDvai
Aianoiaaia
t<
<N
o
o
o
o •<T
• •
fH 1
o n
o 2
o CN CN
• • •
iH 1
(Ti o in
o CN in cn
o O CN o
• • • •
fH 1
*
tc K
* •tc K
TT CN in OT
CO m n in
fH n
m
u
m
c
Eh
c/5
§
o
u
CO
u
J
m
cM
P£5
o2O
CO
20H
Eh
§
01
o
u
Eh
2H
Pi2
CO
Eh
2
2
§
M
>
2W
iJ
82
U
CO
Eh
<
W2
Eh
b
O
AilHVaO
NOIiVN
iwrHDSia
NOIiVD
-iNnp^woo
siiwn
DNIAaOS
waaaoHd
HDvaaino o
o
o
o
*
*
kD
o
un
H H CD
o CN H CN cn
o rn CN H H
• • • t • •
rH 1 1
o CD CO CO 05 2
o O o in in 2
o tH o o o H O
• • • • • • •
rH 1 1 1 1
05 in CN H CN
o CO CO o O CD in
o rH CN o H H H CN
• • • • •
• • •
rH 1 1 1 1 1
•tc
K •K
•K K tc
rH CO ’=1' CN n* o CN CN
o CN CN o r' 2 CN r'
o in o 1—
t
CN H CN n* 2
• • • •
• •
• • •
tH 1 1 1 1
•K tc
M K K
•K •K tc •tc
00 m in o 05 cn H ID O
00 CO H cn cn in 05
m o cn cn o o 'cr 2
in
CM
<0
m
vO
CM
•K •tc •K
K tc K2 05 r' O in
05 2 o 2
cn O 2 CD
05
G c
•H C 0
> 0 •iHH •H 2
0 4J a2 cd G
x: 1 u •H
0 s •H B >1
a 05 cn c •H
05 H 2 3 u •H
iH 2 •iH § o U2 0 B g a 05
a iH •H 0 rH (H
o Cit 2 u Q o
>1
4->
iH
a
o
*H
IW
MH
•HQ
t/)
cn
05
c
05
>
•H
-p
u
05
OH
4h
W
M
052
u
a
05
Eh
tj'
C
•H
r^
0
02
CJ
CO
1
cnH
s
05
o
a
05
a
rH
OH
a
H
5h
05
05
CO
cn
0)H
•H
SH
oH
iH
0^
i-H
o
o2
0
CO
1
a
iH2
X
w
cc
CO
in >—I o
o o o
a a a
II II II
ie * *
K -K
K
FOOTNOTE 127
17Table 3 presents the intercorrelations among the
research variables based on an estimate of non-parametr ic cor-
relation (Spearman’s rho) among the school variable scores
from all thirty-one alternative schools. The Spearman rho
measure was selected because no assumptions could be made con-
cerning the linearity of the relationships among all variables,
although it was anticipated that some variables would be re-
lated in a linear fashion. The Spearman rho measure provides
a less powerful correlation technique than Pearson's product
moment correlation, that is appropriate for non-linear relation-
ships among variables.
128
of alternative school environments.
In the development of the instrument used in the present
study, two steps were taken to improve the content validity
of the research instrument. As described previously, two
separate panels of advanced education graduate students and
educational researchers whose expertise was in the study of
curriculum and learning environments used different approaches
to assess the strength of relationship between a survey item
and its corresponding variable scale. Items with high agree-
ment among the judges were chosen for inclusion in the final
instrument. In addition, survey items were screened for their
appropriateness in gauging the perceptions of students from
differing cultural backgrounds. Through a combination of
these methods, improvements in the working of forty-seven
statements were made for the purpose of focusing a statement
so it would directly relate to the intended content of a
variable scale. These steps contributed to the content vali-
dity of the instrument by improving the match between survey
items and variables.
Face Validity
Face validity, a less rigorous measure of a research
instrument
,
determines whether the research instrument is an
effective technique to directly sample what it claims to
measure. If a survey appears inappropriate, irrelevant or
teachers, poor cooperation may be thesilly to students or
129
result, regardless of the instrument's actual value. Face
validity was chosen for the present study because alternative
schools have been leary in the past of evaluation and assess-
ment attempts that did not appear to be designed to measure
the purportedly new and unusual characteristics of these
environments. For this reason, it was important that the
research instrument and process be accepted as credible by
the alternative schools.
The ASES survey was judged to have adequate face validity
based on its acceptance by alternative school directors and
staffs to have it administered in their schools. In addi-
tion, the serious, positive reactions from students and
teachers who participated in the study is further circumstantial
1
8
evidence of face validity.
In only one of thirty-one sampled schools was the
validity of the instrument questioned. In this school, the
change of a negative bias in the wording of several survey
items was made. The survey's attempt to collect student per-
ceptions toward those variables centering on the organizational
effectiveness of the school was judged by the director of this
school to be motivated by an assumption on the researcher's
part that alternative schools were poorly organized and their
operations unclear to students.
The survey instrument was not designed to judge the
clarity and effectiveness of alternative school organization.
Rather, the intention was to gather the student's perceptions
of these aspects of a school environment . It should be noted
that this school decided to participate in the study and
cooperated fully. The findings show that the students' per-
ceptions of the Limits and Communication variables in this
school were low when compared to the mean scores for Limits
and Communication for all schools. However, no matter what
the student perceptions show, the possibility of bias should
always be considered when constructing and improving an
instrument
.
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Further, the accuracy of the results of any instrument,
as well as the interpretation of its face validity by sub-
jects, is a function of the instrument's readability. The
Fry Readability Formula^^ was used to estimate the readability
of the survey instrument, which was found to be appropriate
for students reading on at least a 6.2 reading grade level.
With fewer than fifteen exceptions, who were read the items
aloud on an individual basis, students appeared easily able
to read the survey. However, the following three items
which continually confused students should be revised to im-
prove the validity of the instrument.
01. The teachers who work with me the most do not
really help me with my school problems.
07. I'm not sure if it is really OK to miss a
class
.
26. The school I went to before helped me learn
even when I didn't want to.
Concurrent Validity, Predictive Validity and Curricular
Validity
Because of the exploratory nature of the present re-
search and the general lack of measures of alternative school
environments, it was difficult to obtain additional data
about the institutions in the sample. For this reason, it
was not possible to establish the concurrent validity of the
research instrument. Concurrent validity refers to how well
test results correlate with the results from other current
^^Edward Fry, "A Readability Formula That Saves Time"
Journal of Reading 11 (April 1968) 7:512-517.
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measures of related phenomena. Concurrent validity is most
important in measurement of human characteristics. For
example, the college board examinations have concurrent valid-
ity to the extent that their scores correlate highly with high
school rank. In the future, other related measures of organi-
izational climate can be applied to alternative school
environments and their results can be correlated with ASES
findings in the same environments to determine the concurrent
validity of the instrument.
Similarly, predictive validity of the ASES instrument
could not be established due to the lack of longitudinal data
related to alternative schools. Predictive validity refers
to the ability of a test to make accurate forecasts concerning
future behavior. For example, college board examinations
have predictive validity to the extent that they are indica-
tive of later success in college. Predictive validity also
is most appropriate for measurement purposes. However, the
perceptions of marginal students toward school environments
could be compared with the results of a measure of their
alienation in later work environments as a possible means for
shedding some light on the predictive validity of the ASES
instrument
.
Curricular validity refers to the observable relation-
ship between the test and the instructional objectives of a
specific curriculum. Curricular validity is most appropriate
for evaluation of the results of a particular curriculum
132
process. However, a process could be established in specific
schools whereby student and teacher judges determined how
well the ASES variable scales provide a balanced and adequate
sampling for their school of the environmental dimensions
the instrument is designed to measure. One possible process,
described previously, was completed on a more general and
preliminary level for the present instrument by two panels
of graduate student and educational researcher judges.
In sum, evidence has been presented supporting the
construct validity, content validity and face validity of the
Alternative School Environment Survey. In addition, specific
considerations for improving or further estimating validity
have been advanced for future use. It is important to state
again that this is an exploratory study and one major purpose
is to initiate the development of an instrument to elicit
learner perceptions. Both validity and reliability will be
issues of continuous concern before the instrument can be used
with a high level of confidence.
Reliability of the Alternative School Environment Survey
Reliability can be defined as the extent to which a
test is consistent in measuring what it is designed to measure.
Generally, a reliable measure is one whose scores would
remain stable if administered in the same institution under
similar conditions. The four most common practical methods
for determining reliability are the test-retest method,
the
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parallel forms method, the split-half method and the internal
20consistency methods. Benjamin Bloom notes the need for
three other forms of reliability estimation: reader reliabil-
ity, examinee reliability and congruence reliability.^^ To
explore the reliability of the ASES instrument, the split-half
method and the internal consistency method were selected, and
each was applied to the data in two different ways. The
split-half method is appropriate where the testing procedure
may in some fashion be divided into two halves and two scores
obtained. These may be correlated to obtain a reliability
coefficient. Internal consistency methods are used to
estimate the extent to which a scale or test contains items
that are measuring a common characteristic, trait or factor.
In the following discussion of the ASES instrument's reli-
ability, the adaptations necessary for the use of these two
methods—split-half and internal consistency—will be noted,
along with the reasons for their selection. Next, an inter-
pretation of the results of these methods will be offered.
Last, the other forms of reliability will be briefly defined
and illustrated with an example of how they could be adapted
to this research.
^^George Ferguson , Statistical Analysis in Psychology
and Education, 2nd ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company,
1966), p. 377.
^^Bloom, "Toward a Theory," p. 40.
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The Need for Adaptation of Reliability Estimation Methods
Most methods used to estimate reliability consider the
variance of the distribution of individual scores. The 66
plus 33 minus scoring system used in the present study
computes only one group score on each variable for each
school. For this reason, the usual reliability methods which
measure individual responses to survey items within a single
institution are inappropriate. However, when analyzing
data from different institutions across variables, a variance
in scores would be possible, so the normal reliability
formulas may then be applied. In this adaptation, each
school is treated as if it were an individual and the scores
of thirty-one schools are considered together as if one test
had been administered simultaneously to all. This approach
23has been used successfully in several studies in the past.
Reliability Estimates Based on the 66 Plus 33 Minus Scoring
Method
Based on school scores obtained from the 66 plus 33
minus scoring method, two reliability estimates were made
using the internal consistency and split-half methods in turn.
First, with the previously mentioned adaptation (from the
scores of individuals to the scores of individual schools), it
was possible to plot a distribution of scores obtained from
different schools, compute the variance of this distribution
22
Pace, Environmental Scales , p. 76.
^^Sinclair. "Elementary School Environment;" Browne,
"Multi-Cultural Press."
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and arrive at a Kuder-Richardson reliability estimate. This
internal consistency method was chosen because previous
research had shown it to be best adapted to the characteris-
tics of the ASES instrument. The mean scores, the variances
and the Kuder-Richardson estimates computed according to
Formula 21 are shown in Table 4. The reliability estimates
are low for the Peer Influence, Teacher Effectiveness, Limits,
Communication and Clarity variables. For the Mis-Schooling
variable, the reliability estimate is relatively high. For
the Problem-Solving, Outreach, Extra-School Priorities,
Difficulty and Discrimination variables, the reliability
estimates range from relatively high to relatively low.
Next, because of these generally low reliability find-
ings, a different approach using the split-half method was
used with the school scores. First, a random split-half of
the eight items which comprised each variable scale was made.
In other words, each of the eleven ASES variables was randomly
divided into two "half-variables" consisting of four items.
In this way, twenty-two scores were computed for each school,
instead of the previous eleven variable scores for each school.
Scores obtained on variable halves across all schools were
correlated using the Pearson product moment technique. In
this way, the relationship between school scores on two halves
of each variable scale across all schools could be computed,
thus providing a reliability coefficient for a half-test.
Finally, these correlations for half-variable scores were
TABLE 4
C 21Mean, Variance, and K-R^ ^ Reliability Estimates
for Each ASES Variable
Based on 66 Plus 33 Minus Scoring Method
Variable Mean Variance K-r(21)
OUTREACH 14.935 1.596 .403
PROBLEM-SOLVING 12.645 5.970 .594
LIMITS 10.677 4.026 . 126
COMMUNICATION 12.419 2.452 . 142
DISCRIMINATION . 581 . 785 . 307
CLARITY 15,419 .652 . 151
DIFFICULTY 8.871 6.049 . 371
TEACHER
EFFECTIVENESS 13.839 1.673 . 125
MIS-SCHOOLING 5.258 2.131 .703
PEER INFLUENCE 10.645 3.570 .002
EXTRA SCHOOL
PRIORITIES 4.839 2.473 .391
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converted to apply to the total variable score through the
use of the Spearman-Brown formula. Results of the reliability
estimates are presented in Table 5, The reliability esti-
mates using the split-half method are low for Communication,
Mis-Schooling and Extra-School Priorities. For Difficulty
and Problem-Sovling
,
the reliability estimates from this
second method are relatively high. For the Limits, Peer In-
fluence, Outreach, Teacher Effectiveness, Clarity and Dis-
crimination variables, the reliability estimates range from
moderately high to moderately low.
Several anomalies emerged from the comparisons of these
two reliability estimates. First, Mis-Schooling which had a
high reliability coefficient (.703) using the internal con-
sistency method had a low reliability estimate (.193) using
the split-half method. It is likely that this difference
could be attributed to the way that this variable scale was
divided. For example, items related to Mis-Schooling that
were viewed in different ways (like an item related to the
learner’s perception of his/her ability to read and write
well enough to keep up in school work and another item re-
lated to the learner's perception of how hard she/he is work-
ing at the current school compared to previous work-levels
in
school) may not be very related to each other. Learners who
can read well may not be working hard in the alternative
school, while learners who cannot read may be struggling
to overcome his handicap. Of course, the opposite
case is
I
TABLE 5
Split-Half Reliability Coefficients
for Each ASES Variable
Based on 66 Plus and 33 Minus Scoring Method
Variable
Half-Scale
Reliability Estimate
(Pearson product
moment
)
Full-Scale
Reliability Estimate
( Spearman-
Brown )
OUTREACH .280 .438
PROBLEM-SOLVING . 555 . 714
LIMITS .401 .572
COMMUNICATION .048 .092
DISCRIMINATION . 190 . 319
CLARITY .254 .405
DIFFICULTY .604 .753
TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS .272 .428
MIS-SCHOOLING . 107 . 193
PEER INFLUENCE . 340 .507
EXTRA-SCHOOL PRIORITIES . 151 .262
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possible, and no clear relationship between these two items
could be easily predicted. The absence of a consistent rela-
^ioriship contributes to a lower reliability coefficient for
this variable.
Second, reliability estimates for six variables (Prob-
lem-Solving, Limits, Clarity, Difficulty, Teacher Effective-
ness and Peer Influence) were higher when estimated by the
split-half method. This suggests that the correlation
between halves of a variable scale was greater than the
estimated relationships within variable scores across schools.
Finally, the reliability estimates for Outreach, Communica-
tion, Discrimination and Extra-School Priorities were
comparable for the two methods.
Reliability Estimates Based on the Scores of All Sampled
Learners
To further investigate the reliability of the ASES
instrument, it was decided to group all sampled learners from
the thirty-one schools into one group, as if the research
instrument had been administered in one sitting to 1692
students. The purpose for this approach was to determine if
changing the unit of measurement from 31 schools to 1692
individuals would affect the reliability estimates by
increasing the variance in scores. Since the 66 plus 33
minus scoring method awarded points based on the consensus
among students, it could no longer be used when a variable
score for each student was computed. For this reason, a
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dichotomous scoring method was created, awarding one point
for each answer in a keyed direction and zero points for an
answer opposite to the keyed direction. Thus, a maximum
score of eight could be achieved by an individual on an eight
item variable scale.
With this larger sample of individuals and a dichotomous
scoring technique, both reliability estimation methods were
once again used. First, following the internal consistency
method, the mean scores, variances and reliability estimates
for each variable scale were computed. These results are
presented in Table 6. Two low reliability estimates (Limits
and Teacher Effectiveness) emerged from this approach. No
high reliability estimates were noted. The other nine vari-
ables received reliability estimates ranging from moderately
high to moderately low.
Second, following the split-half method, a reliability
estimate for each variable scale was estimated based on the
larger sample and the dichotomous scoring method. These
results are presented in Table 7. Compared to the results
from the internal consistency method with the same data base,
the split-half reliability estimates are either slightly
higher or nearly equal for ten or eleven variables. As before,
the Mis-Schooling variable reliability estimate was lower
when estimated on a split-half basis, suggesting the same
possible complication deriving from the way the variable
scale
was split.
TABLE 6
( 21 ')Mean, Variance, and K-R Reliability Estimates
for Each ASES Variable
Based on A Dichotomous Scoring Method
With All Sampled Learners
Variable Mean Variance
OUTREACH 6.590 2.467 .605
PROBLEM-SOLVING 5.398 3.341 . 542
LIMITS 4.846 2.061 .083
COMMUNICATION 5.476 2.590 . 381
DISCRIMINATION 1.183 1.644 .442
CLARITY 6.756 1.707 .440
DIFFICULTY 4.275 3.173 .426
TEACHER
EFFECTIVENESS 6.352 1.564 . 186
MIS-SCHOOLING 2.906 2.360 .496
PEER INFLUENCE 5,102 2.561 . 341
EXTRA-SCHOOL
PRIORITIES 2.993 3.501 .531
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TABLE 7
Split-Half Reliability Coefficients
for Each ASES Variable
Based on a Dichotomous Scoring Method
With All Sampled Learners
Variable
Half-Scale
Reliability Estimate
(Pearson product
moment
)
Full-Scale
Reliability Estimate
( Spearman-
Brown )
OUTREACH .453 .624
PROBLEM-SOLVING .455 .625
LIMITS . 137 .241
COMMUNICATION . 348 .517
DISCRIMINATION . 301 .462
CLARITY .351 .520
DIFFICULTY . 346 . 514
TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS .223 . 365
MIS-SCHOOLING . 157 .271
PEER INFLUENCE .282 .439
EXTRA-SCHOOL PRIORITIES . 324 .489
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Summary and Interpretation of ASES Reliability
To arrive at a tentative, overall judgment of the esti-
mated reliability of the ASES variable scales, the results
from these four approaches can be presented together and
summarized as one mean reliability estimate. (See Table 8
for the comparison and summary of reliability findings.) It
should be noted that this summary mean score is for inter-
pretive purposes only, and does not accurately describe the
results of any one method of reliability estimation.
If reliability estimates greater than .500 are considered
"moderately high," then the Outreach, Problem-Solving and
Difficulty variable scales can be said to contain moderately
high reliability. If reliability estimates lower than .300 are
termed "low," then the Limits, Communication and Teacher Effec-
tiveness variable scales can be considered to contain low
reliability. Finally, if reliability estimates greater than
.300 but less than .500 are referred to as "moderately low,"
then the remaining five ASES variable scales (Discrimination,
Clarity, Mis-Schooling
,
Peer Influence and Extra-School Priori-
ties) can be estimated to contain moderately low reliability.
One major factor contributing to these generally
moderate to low reliability scores is the length of the vari-
able scales. The longer a test (to a point), the greater the
possibility for higher reliability. Reliability was esti-
mated in the present study on variable scales consisting of
only eight items. This small number of items probably has
influenced the low reliability estimates reported here. In
sum, the reliability of this instrument requires improvement
through further research.
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Additional Approaches for Estimating ASES Reliability
Five further approaches to the reliability of the ASES
variable scales can be considered—the test-retest method,
the parallel forms method, reader reliability, examinee
reliability, and congruence reliability. Each approach will
be briefly defined and illustrated with one example.
In the test-retest method of determining reliability,
the same measuring instrument is applied on two occasions
to the same sample of individuals. For example, the ASES
instrument could be used to gather student perceptions of a
school environment at the beginning and end of a semester, and
these perceptions could be compared to compute a reliability
coefficient. A possible source of error in this measure of
instrument stability would be changes in the school environ-
ment over time.
In the parallel forms method, two equivalent forms of a
test are administered to the same subjects, and the agreement
between the two test scores is determined. For example,
additional items for each variable scale could be created
and divided between two versions of the ASES for administra-
tion to the same sample. This method seeks to discover the
extent to which a score from one test can be used to infer
scores on a similar test.
Reader reliability refers to the agreement of competent
judges on the meaning of a particular item or the value of
a particular response. This type of reliability was
covered
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In sum, four approaches to the reliability of the ASES
variable scales have been reported. Next, these results
were summarized and interpreted. One possible contributing
factor to the generally moderate to low reliability findings
was discussed. Finally, five additional reliability ap-
proaches were defined and examples suggesting methods for
estimating ASES reliability in the future were proposed.
Validity and Reliability of the
Marginal Learner Identification Checklist
The concept of learners on the margins of school en-
vironments is a professionally loaded one for school per-
sonnel whose efforts to reach these students generally have
not succeeded. Accordingly, while the notion of learners
who are disconnected from school environments is generally
clear to teachers, nevertheless, a serious degree of
questioning of the four criteria advanced to define the
deviant behaviors of serious marginal learners occurred in
five of the thirty-one schools.
The degree to which the criteria (absence from one-
third of classes; major discipline problems; seriously dis-
satisfied, clashes with two or more teachers) were questioned
suggests two possible conclusions related to the validity
of these criteria. First, the content validity of these
criteria could be improved, perhaps by advancing a more
complex schema for defining marginal behaviors (like the
schools presented in Chapter II).typology of deviance in
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This was not done in the present study because it was initially
assumed that consideration of a more complex schema would
divert attention from the relatively straightforward task
of identifying learners who are not connected to the school
environment. Second, because of the centrality of the
challenge presented by students on the margins, it probably
will remain difficult to produce a universally accepted set
of criteria for identifying marginal learners. For this
reason alone, a certain level of criticism of any criteria
may exist
.
Some informal evidence supports the reliability of this
checklist. For example, consistent agreement among teachers
about which individuals were marginal learners indicates
that the criteria were useful in fostering consistent judg-
ments. Further, in approximately twenty-five percent of the
schools, teachers met together to identify marginal learners
on the basis of staff consensus. Given this process, the
likelihood that marginal learners were accurately identified
is increased. These observations support the reliability
of the Marginal Learner Identification Checklist, and indi-
cate its potential for future use in a revised form.
Collecting, Reporting and Analyzing the Data
The final section of Chapter III summarizes the research
procedures used to collect, to report and to analyze the
data. The data base for the present study includes the
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survey responses of 1,692 students in thirty-one alternative
schools, as well as information concerning the demographic
and academic characteristics of these learners.
Collecting the Data
The ASES survey was administered in each sampled school
by an individual who had participated in a preparatory
seminar on administrative procedures. During the training
session, all aspects of the research problem and the specific
procedures for administering the instrument were discussed
and explained. The investigator himself administered the
survey to all students in twenty-three schools. After two
preparatory training sessions, two colleagues from the
university administered the survey to a combined total of
three schools. Finally, under the supervision of the investi-
gator, selected teachers in five schools, who had been trained
for survey administration, administered the survey to a por-
tion of the students in their schools. The data collection
period lasted from February 7, 1977 until April 6, 1977 and
required more than five thousand miles of travel.
To facilitate the collection of information from
students, and to protect the anonymity of marginal learners
from all subjects, two data collection procedures were
necessary. First, each answer sheet was preassigned a stu-
dent number. Second, a three page insert referred to as
Part A was prepared individually for each student. The first
150
page of Part A consisted of a detachable cover sheet (con-
taining a blank space for the student name and a pre-
assigned student number corresponding to the number on the
answer sheet which that student would use). Student names
were only used temporarily in this research, long enough to
record the verbal ability scores of students and to note the
student number of students identified as marginal. Then,
the names of all students could be separated from their
answers and left behind at a school. Thus, by actually
returning all names to a school, the survey administrator
could reassure students and teachers that the names of in-
dividuals would not be used in the research.
On the second and third pages of Part A, students were
asked to write information concerning their gender, cultural
background and parental occupations. In addition, students
responded in Part A to five questions about their attendance,
their relations with teachers and other students, their satis-
faction with school and their participation in decision-
making processes at school. For these five questions, a
four point answer scale was employed that was specific to
each question but conformed to the general format: 1) Mostly
True, 2) True More than Half the Time; 3) True Less than
Half the Time; 4) Mostly False. Responses to these five
questions were used as a means by which students could self-
select themselves as marginal learners. To identify them-
selves as marginal, students had to respond in the
third or
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fourth response category on three of the five questions.
See Appendix D for a copy of the Alternative School Environ-
ment Survey, including Part A.
To implement these data collection procedures, the
following steps were taken. Prior to visiting a school a
new Part A and a pre-numbered answer sheet had to be pre-
pared and inserted in the number of survey booklets needed at
a particular school. Materials prepared for a school in-
cluded: the appropriate number of survey booklets with pre-
numbered answer sheets and Part A inserts, sufficient
Marginal Learner Identification Checklists for all staff,
and a box of sharpened #2 pencils. (An additional finding
of the present study was that, if approached with a sense
of humor, students will return more than 95 percent of the
pencils !
)
Reporting the Data
Demographic and academic information for each student
had to be recorded from Part A directly on to the optical
scan computer answer form used by that student before the
completed form was machine punched onto computer cards. Two
coding systems were created for reporting the verbal ability
and social class of students.
The main purpose for collecting verbal ability infor-
mation was to examine whether the verbal ability
levels of
of schools differed greatly from thelearners on the margins
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verbal ability levels of other learners in the same schools
Verbal ability data were available for students from eighteen
schools. The most recent verbal ability or reading measure
score (for example, a score from the New York Metropolitan
Reading Exam, Form F) was collected from student records,
together with grade level of the student when examined.
Verbal test results were available in two forms: stanines
or reading grade levels.
A general estimate of a student's verbal ability would
suffice for purposes of this study. Three general categories
of ability were created: Above Average Verbal Ability,
Average Verbal Ability, and Below Average Verbal Ability.
Stanine scores 7, 8, and 9 were coded Above Average; stanine
scores 4, 5, and 6 were coded Average; and stanine scores
1, 2, and 3 were coded Below Average.
When reading grade levels were available, a different
classification technique was necessary to code scores into
the same three categories. For each of the first three
schools whose verbal ability scores were available in reading
grade level form, the standard deviation of the school's
distribution of verbal scores was computed. In each of
the three schools, the standard deviation approximated 1.5
grade levels. If a student's reading grade level was more
than 1.5 years above his/her grade level when examined,
the student was classified as Above Average. If a student's
reading grade level was more than 1.5 years below his/her
grade level when examined, the student was classified as
Below Average. Students within 1.5 years of their grade
level when examined were classified as Average.
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The main purpose for collecting social class informa-
tion was to examine whether the social class background of
learners on the margins of alternative schools differed
greatly from the social class backgrounds of other learners
in the same schools. To classify students into social class
categories, one aspect of the Index of Status Characteristics
developed by W. Lloyd Warner and colleagues at the University
of Chicago was used. The Status Index is based on the pro-
position that economic and prestige factors are highly
correlated with social class. Characteristics considered in
the Status Index include: occupation, source of income,
house type and dwelling area. Warner and colleagues state:
If social status were to be predicted on the
basis of one status characteristic, the most
accurate predictor would be obtained by
basing it upon occupat ion
.
The highest correlation between social class and any one of
the four variables in the Index is 0.91 between social
class and occupation.
A precise identification of the social class background
of a student was not possible for the present study. In-
stead, three general categories were created: Upper
Middle
^^W. Lloyd Warner et al .
,
Social Class in America
(New York: Harper and Row, 1960), p. 168.
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Class, Middl© Class and Low6r Class. In th© curr©nt study,
th© Upp©r Middl© Class cat©gory includ©s L©v©ls 1 and 2 of
Warn©r’s Status Ind©x. Th© p©rtin©nt occupational titles
for th©s© levels include: all professional occupations,
proprietors of businesses valued at $20 , 000 or more; assistant
and department managers of large businesses; large farm
owners, etc. The Middle Class category includes Levels 3,
4 and 5 of the Status Index. The relevant occupations range
from: social workers, grade school teachers, owners of
businesses valued from $500 to $20,000; all minor business
officials; all clerks and kindred workers; contractors,
factory foremen or skilled manual workers; and large tenant
farmers. The Lower Class category includes Status Index
Levels 6 and 7; businesses valued at less than $500; semi-
skilled manual workers; heavy labor or migrant work; taxi
and truck drivers; low-skilled service workers; small tenant
farmers or migrant farm laborers. Table 9 presents a
representative sample of the parental occupations reported
by students, and the social class categories to which these
.
• ^
26
students were assigned.
A review of Table 9 shows that judgment is involved
when assigning social class status on the basis of student
reports of parental occupation. To insure that judgments
were not forcing placement on too limited an amount of data,
it was decided that if insufficient information were
provided,
^^Ms. Jillayne Torrey , a senior at the University
of
Massachusetts, completed this recording task.
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TABLE 9
Sample Student Reports of Parental Occupations
and Assigned Social Class Categories
Parental Occupations Reported
by Students
Assigned Social
Class Categories
Architect Upper Middle Class
Hospital assistant administrator Upper Middle Class
Vice-President, Hardwood, Inc. Upper Middle Class
Director of Ad Agency Upper Middle Class
Electrical Engineer Upper Middle Class
Registered Nurse Upper Middle Class
TWA conductor Middle Class
BOAC office worker Middle Class
Nara Company (builds cars) Middle Class
Striver's Club—owner Middle Class
Smitty Store—owner Middle Class
Carpenter Middle Class
Moves, delivers furniture Lower Class
Nobody works Lower Class
Trucker Lower Class
Hospital Janitor Lower Class
Dock Worker Lower Class
Maid Lower Class
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the student would be placed in Category 4, not reported.
The results of the ASES survey were summarized in terms
of variable scores for each school using the 66 plus 33 minus
scoring method. Scores on each variable for each school
were computed, according to the perceptions of the following
three groups: All students, Marginal students, and Non-
Marginal students. Data for determining the nature of the
total school environment were derived from variable scores
based on the reports of all students, and were reported in
profile form for each school. Finally, similar environmental
profiles comparing the perceptions of marginal and non-
marginal learners in each school were prepared.
Analyzing the Data
The results of the ASES survey were related to the
stated questions by means of the following analysis.
QUESTION 1. What are the perceptions of all learners in
sampled alternative schools toward selected
conditions which are likely to influence their
interactions with the learning environment?
A. Do student perceptions toward selected environmental
variables differ across the sampled schools?
1) Analysis and graphic portrayal of the range of
variable scores across sampled schools.
2) Examination of school score deviations from the
sample mean on each variable.
3) Significance testing of variable score differ-
ences using the analysis of variance method.
B. Which environmental conditions are characterisitc
of schools scoring highest on each survey variable,
and not characterisit ic of schools scoring lowes
on each variable?
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1)
Analysis of the survey items common among
schools scoring highest on each variable,
and not present in lowest scoring schools.
C. Which environmental conditions are characteristic
of schools scoring lowest on each survey variable,
and not characteristic of schools scoring highest
on each variable?
1) Analysis of the survey items common among
schools scoring lowest on each variable, and not
present in highest scoring schools.
D. Which survey items produce the greatest agreement
among the views of all sampled students?
1) Identification and analysis of survey items
perceived in a similar way by more than ninety
percent of all sampled learners.
QUESTION 2. What are the differences between the percep-
tions of marginal learners and the perceptions
of other learners toward selected variables of
the educational environments of sampled alterna-
tive schools?
A. Do the pooled perceptions of all marginal learners
differ from the pooled perceptions of all other
learners toward each environmental variable?
1) Comparison of all marginal and all non-marginal
learner perceptions of each survey variable.
2) Significance testing of differences between
marginal and non-marginal perceptions of single
environmental variables, using the analysis
of variance method.
3) Statistical treatment of the influence of
possible confounding variables on the percep-
tions of marginal and non-marginal learners.
B. Do the perceptions of marginal learners toward each
environmental variable differ from the perceptions
of other learners across selected schools?
1) Comparison of marginal and non-marginal per-
ceptions of single environmental variables
across selected schools.
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2) T-Test analysis of the variable differences
across selected schools.
3) Identification of survey variables and items
which best distinguished between marginal
and non-marginal perceptions across selected
schools.
QUESTION 3, What differences exist between marginal learners
and other learners in sampled alternative
schools along selected demographic and academic
variables?
A. What are selected demographic and academic charac-
teristics of learners attending sampled alternative
schools?
1) Identification of the marginal status, cultural
background, social class, gender and verbal
ability of sampled students.
B. Is the percentage of marginal learners who have
particular demographic or academic characteristics
greater or less than the precentage of sampled
students with the same characteristics?
1) Comparison of the academic and demographic
characteristics of marginal and other learners.
The analysis and interpretation of ASES survey findings
is the subject of the next chapter.
CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION
This chapter reports, analyzes and interprets the data
collected about educational environments in sampled
alternative schools. The data were student perceptions of
eleven selected dimensions of school environments.
Particular attention was paid to the differences between the
perceptions of learners on the margins of school environments
and the perceptions of non-marginal learners. Specifically,
research findings were related to three major research
questions and eleven related questions which gave direction
to the present study. In this chapter, the following
research questions will be considered in turn.
QUESTION 1. What are the perceptions of all learners in
sampled alternative schools toward selected
conditions which are likely to influence their
interactions with the learning environment?
A. Do student perceptions toward selected
environmental variables differ across the
sampled schools?
B. Which environmental conditions are
characteristic of schools scoring highest on
each survey variable, and not characteristic
of schools scoring lowest on each variable?
C. Which environmental conditions are
characteristic of schools scoring lowest on
each survey variable, and not characteristic
of schools scoring highest on each variable?
D. Which survey items produce the greatest
agreement among the views of all sampled
students?
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QUESTION 2. What are the differences between the perceptions
of marginal learners and the perceptions of
other learners toward selected variables of the
educational environments of sampled alternative
schools?
A. Do the pooled perceptions of all marginal
learners differ from the pooled perceptions
of all other learners toward each
environmental variable?
B. Do the perceptions of marginal learners
toward each environmental variable differ
from the perceptions of other learners across
sampled schools?
QUESTION 3. What differences exist between marginal learners
and other learners in sampled alternative
schools along selected demographic and academic
variables?
A. What are selected demographic and academic
characteristics of learners attending sampled
alternative schools?
B. Is the percentage of marginal learners who
have particular demographic or academic
characteristics greater or less than the
percentage of sampled students with the same
characteristics?
Before presenting the research results, it is important
to note that the findings of exploratory and initial
investigations like this one are tenuous and must be treated
as such. The twin purposes for exploratory research like the
present study are to identify potentially fertile topics for
ongoing investigation and to begin the development of valid
and reliable research instruments. An inquiry of this nature
into the educational environments of alternative schools
requires follow-up research on a large scale basis before any
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of the following findings and interpretations can be
considered more than tentative. Nevertheless, the present
study presents systematic information about school
environments that can be used (with allowance for its
exploratory nature) by educational practicioners to better
understand what environmental conditions might force students
to the margins.
Research Question 1. What are the perceptions of all
learners in sampled alternative schools toward selected
conditions which are likely to influence their interactions
with the learning environment ?
The perceptions of students in sampled alternative
schools can be analyzed in four ways in order to answer this
major question. First, the differences among sampled
alternative schools can be reported. Second, environmental
conditions that are present in schools scoring highest on
each ASES variable scale and absent in schools scoring lowest
on each variable scale will be identified. Third, in a
similar fashion, environmental conditions that are
characteristic of schools with weak environmental press and
not present in schools with strong environmental press on
each ASES variable scale will be noted. Fourth, survey items
which were seen in a similar way by more than ninety percent
of all sampled students will be identified. In sum, the
focus for answering the first major research question will be
on the differences and similarities among student
perceptions
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of alternative schools. Examination of student perceptions
toward selected environmental conditions likely to influence
involvement and participation in alternative schools will
provide important information about the ways that these
environments both encourage and discourage learning. Also,
the findings based on the views of all subjects provide
background information necessary for examining the
differences between the perceptions of marginal and non-
marginal learners.
Do Student Perceptions Toward Selected Environmental
Conditions Differ Across Sampled Schools?
It has been widely assumed that alternative schools
differ from one another, since these institutions are
designed as flexible responses to the divergent needs of
their clients. An initial way to provide information
concerning the perceptions of alternative school students is
to examine the differences in student perceptions toward
single ASES variables across all sampled schools. This can
be accomplished through three related steps. First, the
distribution of variable scores can be statistically analyzed
to determine which specific ASES variables produced the
greatest range of scores. Second, the distribution of
school
variable scores can be analyzed to estimate whether at
least
one school differed from the others in a statistically
each selected environmental dimension.significant way on
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Third, using the analysis of variance method, it is possible
to test for significant differences among the school mean
scores on each survey variable, and thus to estimate whether
the differences between school environments were likely to be
the result of chance.
The Range of ASES Variable Scores
The frequency distribution and range of raw scores on
ASES variables are presented in Table 10. (Appendix E
contains the raw scores on each ASES variable from all
sampled schools.) Difficulty (4 to 14), Problem-Solving (7
to 16), Peer Influence (5 to 14), and Limits (7 to 15) showed
the greatest range. Discrimination (0 to 3) and Clarity (13
to 16) showed the least range of scores. These findings
indicate that alternative schools differed to the widest
extent in terms of four environmental aspects; the
difficulty of their academic processes, their ability to
solve organizational problems, the degree to which peer
groups encouraged involvement in learning, and the degree to
which the norms for acceptable conduct were clearly defined
and enforced. By contrast, sampled alternative schools were
found to be most similar in terms of two environmental
dimensions: their low levels of perceived discrimination and
the relatively high clarity of their academic expectations
and procedures.
TABLE 10
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS AND RANGES OF ASES VARIABLE
SCORE
OUTREACH
PROBLEM- SOLVING
LIMITS
COMMUNICATION
DISCRIMINATION
CLARITY
DIFFICULTY
TEACHER
EFFECTIVENESS
MIS-SCHOOLING
PEER
INFLUENCE
EXTRA-SCHOOL
PRIORITIES
16 12 4 18 3
15 12 4 2 3 9 7
14 3 6 2 5 3 1 8 1
13 2 2 1 8 1 3 10 1
12 1 5 4 6 1 1 12
11 1 4 5 4 2 2 5
10 3 8 5 4 3
9 1 6 4 5
8 1 2 8 1 3
7 1 1 3 5 6
6 3 10 4
5 1 5 1 9
4 1 6 6
3 1 3 4
2 5 1 1
1 5 1
0 20
RANGE
1-16
I
7-16 7-15
lO
rH
1
o
CO
1
o
CD
r—
(
1
CO
4-14 1-16
00
1
CM
5-14
1
rH
n = 31 schools.
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Th© dif f©i*6nc6s among variabl© scor©s that ©xist©d
b©tw©©n schools can b© illustrat©d graphically by plotting
th© variabl© raw scor©s. Th© profil©s pr©s©nting th©
varianc© on ©ach of th© ASES variabl©s ar© shown in Figur©s 4
through 14. Insp©ction of th©s© profil©s d©monstrat©s in a
visual way that scor©s on th© Difficulty, Problem-Solving,
P©©r Influonc© and Limits variables differed widely across
sampled schools. Further, schools differed th© least on th©
Discrimination and Clarity variables.
Statistical Significance of Differences Among
Sampled Schools on Single ASES Variables
If it is assumed that the distribution of school
variable scores among thirty-one alternative schools
approaches a normal curve, the degree of difference among
these environments on a single variable can be estimated
through the use of standard scores. Standard scores (z)
measure the distance of a single school variable score from
the sample mean for that variable. First, the mean and
standard deviation for the distribution of each ASES variable
were computed, then variable score deviations from sample
means were converted to standard scores (z). (Appendix F
provides the results of these calculations.) To estimate
whether a school's variable score differed in a significant
way from the sample of scores on that variable, the
significance level of z score equivalents for variable scores
computed. Table 11 presents the mean and standardwas
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deviation for each ASES variable, and reports the schools
whose variable scores differed at a statistically significant
level from the mean of school scores on that variable.
This table shows that for ten of eleven ASES variables,
at least one school was viewed by students in a significantly
different way. Differences from the norm were usually in the
negative direction, and indicated less strength of a variable
in a school. However, in the cases of the Limits,
Discrimination and Difficulty variables, at least one school
environment was reported to contain greater strength or
presence of the variable. In all, ten schools differed from
the other thirty-one schools in at least one environmental
aspect; and four schools differed in a significant way on at
least two environmental dimensions.
One important reservation must be noted in interpreting
these findings. For this method to yield reliable results,
the distribution of scores must approach a normal curve. The
distribution of six variables (Problem-Solving, Limits,
Difficulty, Teacher Effectiveness, Mis-Schooling and Extra-
School Priorities) does approach a normal curve. The
distribution of the other five variables does not approach a
normal curve. This reservation qualifies the accuracy
of the
finding that at least one school differed in a
statistically
significant way from the other sampled schools on the
Outreach, Discrimination, Clarity and Peer Influence
variables. Also, the finding that no schools
differed in a
TABLE 11
THE MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND SCHOOLS
THAT DIFFERED IN A SIGNIFICANT WAY
FOR EACH ASES VARIABLE
VARIABLE MEAN SCHOOL #
Z-SCORE
EQUIVALENT
LEVEL OF
SIGNIFICANCE
OUTREACH
PROBLEM-SOLVING
LIMITS
COMMUNICATION
DISCRIMINATION
CLARITY
DIFFICULTY
TEACHER
EFFECTIVENESS
MIS-SCHOOLING
PEER INFLUENCE
EXTRA-SCHOOL
PRIORITIES
14.94 1.26 School 08
School 30
12.65 2.44 School 22
10.68 2.01 School 26
School 29
12.42 1.57 none
0.58 0.89 School 10
15.42 0.81 School 30
8.87 2.46 School 07
School 31
13.84 1.29 School 08
School 22
5.26 1.46 School 09
10.65 1.89 School 30
4.84 1.57 School 26
-3.13
-2.33
-2.32
2.15
2.15
2.72
-2.55
-1.98
2.09
-2.20
- 2.20
-2.23
-2.99
-2.45
,01
.05
.05
.05
.05
.01
.05
.05
.05
.05
.05
.05
.01
.05
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significant way on the Communication variable is thrown into
doubt. Further research, with a larger sample, will be
necessary to confidently demonstrate significance of
difference of single alternative schools along these five
dimensions whose distribution did not approach a normal
curve
.
For a closer look at the educational environments of
single schools. Appendix G presents the school environment
profile for each sampled school. These additional data
provide useful reference material concerning specific
questions about the learning environments of individual
alternative schools.
Analysis of Variance of Student
Perceptions of Survey Variables
This statistical approach enables the researcher to
estimate how much student perceptions of selected
environmental dimensions differed across sampled schools. To
accomplish this analysis, a score for each survey variable
was computed for each responding student. The method used to
score individual student responses awarded one point for
responses in the keyed direction and zero points for
responses opposite the key. Since eight survey items
comprised each variable scale, the maximum score on each
scale using the individual scoring method was eight points
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and the minimum score was zero.^
The analysis of variance method compares the variance
within single schools to the amount of variability between
school mean scores. In the analysis of variance treatment,
each ASES variable served in turn as the dependent variable.
The schools of responding students served as the independent
variable. The results of this analysis of variance are
presented in Table 12.
Student perceptions of all eleven ASES variables
clearly differed according to the school they attended. For
each of the eleven variables, the differences between schools
were estimated to be significant at the level p < .001. It
is not likely that these differences in student perceptions
of school environments were the result of chance. Instead,
alternative schools were found to clearly differ in terms of
measured variable press.
A closer inspection of the source of variation for
individual ASES variables identifies the variables viewed
with the greatest variance by students across sampled
^It is important to distinguish between the individual
scoring method and the 66 plus 33 minus scoring method. The
individual scoring method, which has just been described, is
designed to assess individual perceptions of school
environments. The 66 plus 33 minus scoring method summarized
group perceptions of learning environments. Thus, the 66
plus 33 minus scoring method produces one school score on
each variable for each school group. For a complete
description of the 66 plus 33 minus scoring method, see the
section entitled, "Administration and Scoring of the Survey
Questionnaire," in Chapter III.
TABLE 12
Analysis of Variance Results;
The ASES Variables Related to the Schools of Responding Students
SOURCE OF SUM OF MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE
VARIABLE VARIATION D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO OF F
OUTREACH Between Schools 30 396,47 :L3.22 5.815* .001
Within Schools 1660 3772.88 2.27
Total 1690 4169.35
PROBLEM- Between Schools 30 1233.02 41.10 15.450* .001
SOLVING
Within Schools 1660 4416.13 2 . 66
Total 1690 5649.15
LIMITS Between Schools 30 599.30 19.98 11.495* .001
Within Schools 1660 2884.73 1.74
Total 1690 3484.03
COMMUNICATION Between Schools 30 748.62 24.95 11.408* .001
Within Schools 1660 3631.16 1.19
Total 1690 4379.78
DISCRIMINATION Between Schools 30 297.93 9.93
6.640* .001
Within Schools 1660 2482.60 1.50
Total 1690 2780.53
CLARITY Between Schools 30
207.09 6.90 4.282* .001
Within Schools 1660 2676.02 1.61
Total 1690 2883,11
1 SI
TABLE 12
Analysis of Variance Results:
The ASES Variables Related to the Schools of Responding Students
SOURCE OF SUM OF MEAN F SIGNIFICANCE
VARIABLE VARIATION D.F. SQUARES SQUARES RATIO OF F
DIFFICULTY Between Schools 30 907.13 30.24 11.263* .001
Within Schools 1660 4456.45 2.68
Total 1690 5363.58
TEACHER Between Schools 30 311.96 10.40 7.410* .001
EFFECTIVENESS
Within Schools 1660 2329.38 1.40
Total 1690 2641.34
MIS-SCHOOLING Between Schools 30 247.40 8.25 3.658* .001
Within Schools 1660 3742.65 2.25
Total 1690 3990.05
PEER INFLUENCE Between Schools 30 492.81 16.43 7.105*
.001
Within Schools 1660 3837.70 2.31
Total 1690 4330.51
EXTRA-SCHOOL Between Schools 30 335.33 11.18
3.322* .001
PRIORITIES
Within Schools 1660 5585.60 3.36
Total 1690 5920.93
*F Ratio was significant at p < .001
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schools. The largest F ratios were observed for the Problem-
Solving, Limits, Communication and Difficulty variables. In
other words, alternative schools were reported to vary the
most in terms of their problem-solving capacities, their
limits, their communication processes and their academic
difficulty. By contrast, alternative schools varied the
least in terms of the Clarity, Mis-Schooling and Extra-School
Priorities dimensions of their environments.
In sum, alternative schools were found to vary in a
significant way on each of the selected environmental
dimensions. Three variables which produced the greatest
variation in student views within single schools were noted.
Also, the variables showing the greatest and least
differences between schools were identified. Since these
findings result from the application of a powerful
statistical treatment to data collected by a research
instrument that is still in its development stages, they
should be treated as tentative until verified by further
research
.
Differences in Student Perceptions: Summary
Student perceptions of alternative school environment
did differ in specific and significant ways from school
to
school. The range of school scores was greatest
for the
Difficulty, Problem-Solving, Peer Influence and
Limits
dimensions of school environment. Discrimination
and Clarity
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showed the least range of scores. Next, at least one school
was found to differ in a significant way from the other
schools on ten of eleven selected environmental dimensions.
However, one reservation qualifying these findings of
significant differences among schools on single ASES
variables was noted. Finally, using the analysis of variance
method, student perceptions of alternative schools were found
to differ to a significant degree on all eleven environmental
dimensions. These findings are clear evidence that
alternative schools differ in the learning environments that
they create. However, as the product of exploratory
research, the findings should be considered tentative until
verified by other means. Nevertheless, these findings are
important because they suggest that it is difficult to
generalize about the educational environments in alternative
schools. Alternative schools are not based on a common
school design, and are not uniformly effective at creating
environments conducive to learning.
Which Environmental Conditions are Characteristic
of Schools Scoring Highest on each Survey Variable,
and Not Characteristic of Schools Scoring
Lowest on each Variable?
This research question inquires whether the schools
with the highest variable press had common characteristics
that distinguished them from schools with the lowest
variable
press. Student responses to survey items were examined
to
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determine if those schools scoring highest on each variable
were similar to each other and at the same time different
from low scoring schools on specific survey items. This
analysis is important because it highlights environmental
conditions that contributed to high variable press.
To accomplish the analysis, four schools scoring
highest and lowest on each variable were selected. In the
cases of variables where more than four schools were in the
highest or lowest groups, a random selection from these
schools was made to create a sampled group including the same
2
number of schools. Table 13 reports the variable scores and
the standard scores for the highest and lowest schools for
each variable. The distance separating the highest and
lowest scoring schools either exceeds or approximates two
standard deviations. On the eleven environmental variables,
twenty-nine of thirty-one sampled schools were selected at
least once for a highest or lowest group. School 20 (two
highest, four lowest). School 22 (two highest, four lowest)
and School 30 (one highest, five lowest) each appeared on six
of eleven variables. This distribution of schools in the
highest and lowest groups suggests that single school
environments were likely to be relatively strong or weak in
at least one environmental dimension. Schools 20, 22, and
30, however, were ranked relatively extremely on more
than
^Appendix H provides a complete listing of the highest
and lowest scoring schools on each variable.
I
TABLE 13
VARIABLE SCORES AND EQUIVALENT STANDARD SCORES
FOR SELECTED HIGHEST AND LOWEST SCORING SCHOOLS
HIGH SCORING SCHOOLS LOW SCORING SCHOOLS
Variable Standard Variable Standard
School Score Score School Score Score
OUTREACH
01. 16 .84 02. 13 -1.54
06. 16 .84 05. 13 -1.54
20. 16 .84 08. 13 -1.54
31. 16 .84 30. 13 -1.54
PROBLEM-SOLVING
03. 16 1.37 02. 10 -1.09
15. 16 1.37 08. 8 -1.91
16. 16 1.37 20. 9 -1.50
29. 16 1.37 22. 7 -2.32
LIMITS
04. 14 1.65 20. 9 -.84
23. 14 1.65 22. 8 -1.33
26. 15 2.15 28. 7 -1.83
29. 15 2.15 30. 8 -1.33
COMMUNICATION
01. 15 1.64 20. 10
-1.54
03. 15 1.64 22. 10
-1.54
12. 15 1.64 28. 10
-1.54
24. 14 1.01 31. 10
-1.54
DISCRIMINATION
02. 2 1.60 11. 0
-.65
06. 2 1.60 22.
0 -.65
10. 3 2.72 23.
0 -.65
13. 2 1.60 24.
0 -.65
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TABLE 13
( continued)
VARIABLE SCORES AND EQUIVALENT STANDARD SCORES
FOR SELECTED HIGHEST AND LOWEST SCORING SCHOOLS
HIGH SCORING SCHOOLS LOW SCORING SCHOOLS
Variable Standard Variable Standard
School Score Score School Score Score
CLARITY
11. 16 .72 08. 14 -1.75
16. 16 . 72 10. 14 -1.75
22. 16 .72 14. 14 -1.75
25. 16 .72 30. 13 -2.99
DIFFICULTY
26. 13 1.68 07. 4 -1.98
27. 13 1.68 11. 6 -1.17
29. 13 1.68 14. 5 -1.57
31. 14 2.09 24. 6 -1.17
TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS
20. 16 1.67 04. 13 -.65
25. 16 1.67 08. 11 -2.20
27. 16 1.67 10. 12 -1.43
31. 15 .90 22. 11
-2.20
MIS--SCHOOLING
15. 7 1.19 08. 3
-1.55
16. 8 1.88 09. 2
-2.23
18. 7 1.19 12. 3
-1.55
30. 7 1.19 23. 3
-1.55
PEER INFLUENCE
04. 12 1.24 02.
8 -1.40
12. 13 1.34 03.
8 -1.40
27. 12 1 . 24 14.
8 -1.40
31. 14 1.77 30.
5 -2.99
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TABLE 13
( continued)
VARIABLE SCORES AND EQUIVALENT STANDARD SCORES
FOR SELECTED HIGHEST AND LOWEST SCORING SCHOOLS
HIGH SCORING SCHOOLS LOW SCORING SCHOOLS
School
Variable
Score
Standard
Score School
Variable
Score
Standard
Score
EXTRA-SCHOOL PRIORITIES
14. 7 1.38 10. 3 -1.17
17. 7 1.38 13. 3 -1.17
22. 7 1.38 23. 2 -1.81
30. 7 1.38 26. 1 -2.45
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half of the selected environmental dimensions, suggesting
strong student agreement in these schools concerning the
presence or absence of environmental conditions.
Two criteria were employed to identify items best
describing environmental characteristics in the highest or in
the lowest scoring schools. First, at least two-thirds of
the students in each selected school had to respond to a
statement in the same manner. Second, a statement could not
be common to both the highest and lowest scoring groups.
Using these criteria, at least one item common among highest-
scoring schools was identified for nine of eleven ASES
variables. These findings are reported and interpreted in
the following analysis.
Outreach
For the Outreach variable, six statements were
characteristic of the highest scoring schools. (For
reference purposes, the response agreed upon by more than
two-thirds of the students in the highest-scoring schools is
reported in parentheses after each item.
)
05. If I'm feeling down about something,
my teachers is likely to notice. (T)
one of
20. Teachers at this school make special
to help me learn. (T)
efforts
50. There are not many classes I like at
school. (F)
this
71. My teachers try to find out what I want to
learn. (T)
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75. My teachers do not ask for suggestions about
how to improve their classes. (F)
81. My teachers talk to me after class when I
don't understand the school work. (T)
In schools characterized by high Outreach scores,
teachers noticed and responded to individuals and groups who
needed help by observing their actions and seeking out their
concerns. They sought suggestions from students about how to
improve their curriculum, and made time for students after
class. Students in schools that reached out could find
classes that they liked. In schools with high Outreach,
special efforts were clearly made to connect the curriculum
with learner needs and interests.
Problem-Solving
Eight survey items were characteristic of top-scoring
schools and not characteristic of lower scoring schools on
this variable.
01. The teachers who work with me most do not
really help me with my school problems. (F)
09. When someone misses a lot of classes, the
teachers can't seem to do much about it.
(F)
10. Some teachers don't try to make
really good school. (F)
this a
14. At this school, we have meetings
actually solve school problems.
which
(T)
27. I tell a teacher when I think something is
wrong in school. (T)
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44. I think this school is good at solving its
own problems. (T)
52. Very few students try to solve the problems
in our school. (F)
76. We have solved most of the problems in our
school. (T)
Problem-Solving schools were not afraid to recognize
information which suggested the need for improvement.
Teachers and administrators responded constructively to
evidence of difficulty or suggestions of need, and stayed
with a problem until progress occurred. Their pupils may
have tended to be more involved in learning, both because
their problems were recognized and responded to, and because
they realized that extreme lapses or disruptions would not go
unchallenged. Thus, a problem-solving school developed and
maintained an identity as an effective environment, a
"really good" school.
Limits
Three items characterized those schools scoring highest
on the Limits variable.
29. I think discipline is too loose at this
school. (F)
33. At this school, we have specific rules we
have to obey. (T)
47. I know what I'm supposed to do when I'm not
in class. (T)
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A school with clearly defined Limits established norms
for pupil conduct which guided interests and activities in a
sensitive and productive manner. Students knew what was
expected of them, and what would happen most of the time when
they interrupted others or ignored school policies. The
limits for school behavior in high scoring schools were
anchored in well-marked, consistent consequences that were
humane and direct when boundaries were crossed.
Communication
Two survey items received strong agreement in schools
with high Communication scores.
24. There are clear ways for getting questions
answered at this school. (T)
61. After my first week in school, I understood
how the school worked. (T)
To negotiate the sometimes complex alternative school
environment, clear information and guidance were needed to be
successful. In high Communication schools, the orientation
and school counseling processes were likely to be popular
activities because they helped pupils understand how the
school operated. Other information-sharing formats like
meetings and appointments were likely to be attended with the
expectation that they would be well-structured and
worthwhile. From the very beginning of a school that
communicates, confusions decreased and a busy,
purposeful
atmosphere developed.
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Discrimination
No statements characteristic of schools scoring highest
on Discrimination were noted based on the defined criteria.
This suggests that different environmental conditions led to
high Discrimination scores for various schools.
Clarity
Five characteristics of schools scoring highest on the
Clarity variable made them different from low scoring
schools
.
07. I'm not sure if it is really OK to miss a
class. (F)
19. I can find out exactly how well I am doing
in my classes. (T)
59. In some classes, I don't know what I am
supposed to do for homework. (F)
74. When I was a new student, it took a long
time to learn how to make a schedule and get
credit at this school. (F)
77. I understand the grading system in this
school. (T)
In these schools, academic expectations and standards
were clear. Pupils were motivated to ask questions to help
them better understand their work. Similarly, teachers
provided pupils with specific information about their
accomplishments and about their learning problems. Further,
the homework load was manageable and the scheduling
process
was easy-to-follow. In schools scoring high on Clarity,
the
environment eliminated unnecessary distractions and
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confusions, to allow direct concentration on the learning
task
.
Difficulty
Six survey items characterized the high-scoring schools
on the Difficulty variable.
03. I have to pay careful attention to keep up
in my classes. (T)
38. Overall, my classes are easy. (F)
40. I have less homework at this school than I
did at my previous school. (F)
56. I can get by without having to say much in
classes here. (F)
70. We have a lot of reading and writing in my
classes. (T)
87. My classes don't move fast enough for me.
(F)
Schools which promote scholarship adjusted the
difficulty of their academic content and teaching process to
levels which challenged students of varied abilities. Pupils
were led into active participation in discussions and
homework by the need to maintain the challenging pace.
Reading materials served as new sources of data to inform
discussions, and student viewpoints tended to be formulated
in both written and oral media. In schools scoring highest
on Difficulty, teachers were in tune with their students'
needs, abilities and interests; and effective at matching
their daily lessons to the emerging character of a class.
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Teacher Effectiveness
Three survey items contributed to high scores on the
Teacher Effectiveness variable.
31. My teachers sometimes let their classes get
too relaxed. (F)
41. I don't like it when a teacher questions me
about my personal problems. (F)
57 . My teachers can handle their students in
meetings or classes. (T)
In schools where teachers were ranked as highly
effective, it was again the teacher's ability to combine the
formal and informal aspects of the teacher role which
distinguished these environments from low-scoring schools.
To maintain discipline and a varied, stimulating learning
pace, while also remaining sensitive in the approach to
personal difficulties experienced by students, requires all
of a teacher's craft. Alternative school teachers were
generally seen as effective by students in sampled schools,
possibly because their more flexible roles allowed them
greater opportunity to develop informal relations with
students. The items contributing to high scores on this
variable suggest that it was important not to sacrifice the
formal prerogatives of a teacher to the effort to be friendly
with students.
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Mis-Schooling
One survey item from the Mis-Schooling variable was
common to high scoring schools and absent at the same level
of consensus in low scoring schools.
26. The school I went to before helped me learn
even when I didn't want to. (F)
In schools where students felt a serious handicap
resulting from previous academic deficiencies, they
characterized their previous schools as unable to overcome
their low motivation for learning. In schools scoring high
on Mis-Schooling, students with academic self-concepts that
included a sense of inadequacy did not think that previous
schools had been able to help them learn.
Peer Influence
Four survey items clearly distinguished the views of
students in schools scoring highest on the Peer Influence
variable
.
13. My friends want me to do well in school.
(T)
35. I might do better in school if I hung around
with a different group. (F)
51. My friends think it's good if I go to my
classes. (T)
85. I get into trouble at school when I do what
my friends want to do. (F)
Pupil aspirations and attitudes toward learning were
critically affected by their friends. In school environments
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whore the peer group encouraged learning, achievement in
school and attendance in classes were valued. Further, the
peer reference group was leary of misbehavior that might have
jeopardized academic success and learning.
Extra-School Priorities
There were no survey statements which distinctly
represented the views of students in school environments with
high Extra-School Priorities scores. Instead, different
sources of high Extra-School Priorities were noted.
Environmental Conditions Characteristic
of High-Scoring Schools—Summary
This research question inquired whether certain
environmental conditions could be identified that were
characteristic of schools scoring highest on each variable.
In brief, the following specific environmental attributes
were described in the previous discussion. High Outreach
schools made special efforts to create learning environments
that were sensitive to learner needs and interests. Schools
rated high on Problem-Solving responded constructively and
effectively to evidence of difficulty or need. Next, clear,
consistent expectations and boundaries for school conduct
characterized schools with high Limits scores. In schools
with high Communication, students enjoyed easy access to
needed information. In schools with high Clarity scores,
students received specific feedback about their academic
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progress and work requirements. Also, in schools rated high
in Difficulty, students reported that challenging curriculum
was matched appropriately to their ability levels. Teachers
in schools ranked high in Teacher Effectiveness were able to
balance the formal and informal aspects of the teacher role.
Further, students received encouragement from their peers for
attendance and school achievement in environments ranked high
on Peer Influence. Finally, in school environments where
high Mis-Schooling was reported, the failure of the previous
school to help students learn was cited as a common
condition.
In sum, the conditions characteristic of top-scoring
schools were always true of the schools scoring highest on
the variable and were seldom true for the lowest scoring
schools. In an indirect way, this suggests that the
distinctive conditions can be used as reference points by
school staffs who seek to improve their schools. For
example, if students had ranked a school environment lower on
a specific ASES variable than thought desirable by the school
staff, this analysis provides reference information about
conditions common in schools that scored highest on that
variable. With allowances for its exploratory nature, this
information could contribute to informed decisions about
environmental improvements best suited for a specific school.
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Which Environmental Conditions are Characteristic
of Schools Scoring Lowest on each Survey Variable,
and Not Characteristic of Schools Scoring Highest
On each Variable?
The interpretation is now directed toward the nature of
the environments in low scoring schools. Following an
approach similar to that used for high scoring schools in the
previous section, in this section a condition must meet two
criteria to be identified as a distinguishing characteristic
of low-scoring schools. First, at least two-thirds of the
students in selected schools had to respond to a statement in
the same manner. Second, a statement could not be common to
both the highest and lowest scoring groups. Using these
criteria, at least one item common among lowest-scoring
schools was identified for six of eleven ASES variables. On
the Outreach, Problem-Solving, Clarity, Teacher Effectiveness
and Peer Influence variables, there were no items that met
the established criteria. The findings for the remaining six
variables are reported and interpreted in the following
analysis
.
Limits
Schools scoring lowest on the Limits variable were
characterized by two statements which met the established
criteria.
25. Nothing serious happens to me if I cut a
class. (T)
At this school, I can have a lot of fun
hanging out with my friends. (T)
80.
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Opportunistic behavior
,
in part
,
can be a response to
environments that are not clear about expected behavior, and
thus leave students without direction. Missing a class can
be a reasonable response to another legitimate need, as can
socializing with friends. Nevertheless, a sense of
purposefulness in the environment can be said to be missing
when these sometimes innocent behaviors occur to a widespread
degree (as they did in these low-scoring schools). Unless
the opportunity for self-directed behavior is accompanied by
clearly articulated values, goals and bounds, some students
are encouraged to seek among the differences in adult
expectations a rationalization for ongoing unproductiveness.
In the schools scoring lowest on the Limits variable, there
were no serious consequences for cutting a class and the
conditions were created for students to have a lot of fun
hanging out with friends.
Communication
Schools with low Communication scores revealed one
distinctive attribute.
11. Large meetings get pretty confusing here.
(T)
Confusion in meetings as a characteristic of schools
with low communication suggests three possible communication
problems. First, perhaps people were not adequately informed
about the issues before the meeting. Second, the agenda
and
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rules for order at a meeting may not have been clearly
established. Third, the diversity in student groups may have
contradicted effective group decision making. It is not
known which of these possible interpretations would be most
accurate. However, when meetings are confusing and
ineffective, it is likely that attendance will decline and
important information will be missed. In schools with low
Communication, an effective, clear way of running large
meetings had not yet been established.
Discrimination
Two items characteristic of low scoring schools
distinguished them from high scoring schools on the
Discrimination variable.
36. I get along well in schools with students who
are a different color than I am. (T)
48. If I make mistakes in class, people laugh at
me
.
( F
)
Agreement in these schools on statement 36 should be
discounted, since students in all four schools were nearly
all from a similar cultural background. The response of
True to this statement was an apt example of the tendency to
answer a statement according to the response widely believed
to be a correct or desirable attitude.' It can be said,
based on statement 48, that in positive school environments
with low discrimination, a courtesy based on informed
mutual
respect may have partially replaced the taunts and
jokes
false distinctions among groups.which attempt to maintain
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Difficulty
One item common to low scoring schools on the
Difficulty variable was distinguishable.
67. My teachers make me work hard. (F)
Earlier in this chapter, it was noted that, in general,
alternative schools scored moderately low on the Difficulty
variable. In the lowest scoring schools, the teacher's
ability to motivate students emerged as one common
denominator which partially explained low Difficulty ratings.
The leadership role of a teacher is to set and reinforce
reasonably challenging and stimulating expectations for
academic work. Perhaps in some schools, the informal
relationships behavior of alternative school teachers
conflicts to some degree with this formal task leadership
role. This is one possible issue worthy of further research
in schools rated low on the Difficulty variable by students.
Mis-Schooling
Three survey items contributed to low scores on this
variable
.
22. I seem to have trouble getting along in any
school. (F)
37. I picked up some bad habits at my previous
schools which are hard to change now. (F)
My other schools did not teach me how to
work by myself. (F)
60 .
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In low scoring schools on the Mis-Schooling variable,
students declined to point the finger of blame at their
former schools. They maintained their ability to cope with
school and denied that they had developed poor study skills.
In fact, they felt that they had learned to work independently
on their school work, and thus were not so dependent on the
quality of instruction to maintain their achievement level.
In sum, in schools scoring lowest on the Mis-Schooling
variable, most students had developed an academic self-
concept in which they did not perceive themselves to be
handicapped by previous academic deficiencies.
Extra-School Priorities
On this variable, three items met the established
criteria and distinguished the schools scoring lowest on the
variable
.
15. Because of other things I do, I do not have
the time and energy to get my school work
done. (F)
42. What I learn in school helps me solve
problems outside of school. (T)
49. The jobs I have to do around my house do not
interfere with my school work. (T)
In schools where Extra-School Priorities scores were
lowest, non-academic responsibilities did not interfere to a
serious degree with school attendance or homework. In
particular, students in these schools often came from home
environments where they found the time to complete school
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work. Finally, what they learned in school actually
contributed to their ability to handle extracurricular
problems and pursuits, indicating a relevance and wholistic
connection between the school and their lives in the broader
community
.
Environmental Conditions Characteristic
of Low-Scoring Schools—Summary
This research question inquired whether certain
environmental conditions could be identified that were
characteristic of schools scoring lowest on each variable.
In brief, the following specific environmental attributes
were found to meet the established criteria. Schools with
low Limits created conditions where class cuts received no
serious response and students could spend time socializing
with friends. In schools with low Communication, students
were confused by large group meetings. In schools with low
Discrimination, an atmosphere was created where students
could risk making mistakes in class without worrying about
being laughed at. Teachers reportedly did not make students
work hard in schools with low Difficulty scores. Students in
schools with low Mis-Schooling scores did not feel seriously
handicapped by previous academic deficiencies. Finally, in
schools where Extra-School Priorities scores were lowest,
students were able to complete school work without undue
interference from other sources.
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In sum, th© conditions chcimctorist ic of low—scoring
schools were always true of the schools scoring lowest on the
variable and were seldom true for the highest scoring schools.
However, for five of eleven variables, no characteristics of
low-scoring schools could be identified using the defined
criteria. In general, this suggests that schools scored
lowest on a variable for a variety of reasons that were not
consistent across sample schools. Nevertheless, the findings
of specific environmental conditions which characterized
groups of schools and distinguished them from other groups of
schools were further evidence of the similarities and differ-
ences among sampled alternative schools. These findings are
important because they indicate conditions prevalent in al-
ternative schools who were reported to be low in terms of
environmental conditions which influenced school involvement.
Which Survey Items Produce the Greatest Agreement
Among the Views of all Sampled Students?
Another way to identify school environment patterns
characteristic of sampled alternative schools is to identify
individual survey items which generated the greatest agree-
ment among alternative school students. In a sense, the
discriminative power of these survey items was weak, since
they indicated widely-held views of alternative school
students. The items remain of interest as a means of esta-
blishing common denominators of student perception. For
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this reason, ten survey items which generated more than 90%
agreement among all sampled students are presented in Table
14.
Consideration of survey items showing widespread agree-
ment among students indicates that alternative school teachers
received the consistent support of their students, in part
because of the friendly and helpful relationships they deve-
loped with students (Items 39, 43, 34, 30, 23). Secondly,
the strength of agreement on several items related to academic
policies and procedures (Items 02, 77, 72) make it clear that
basic curriculum practices in alternative schools were under-
stood clearly by most students. Student consensus on two
other items related to the difficulty of homework and class-
work in alternative schools (Items 55, 18) suggests that,
while the scholarship demanded in alternative schools is not
too difficult for most students, a small but important
minority of students (at least 6%-10%) were being challenged
beyond their abilities.
Agreement on Survey Items: Summary
Agreement among ninety percent or more of sampled
students on survey items related to the Outreach, Teacher
Effectiveness, Clarity, Difficulty and Mis-Schooling variables
indicates the existence of similarities among alternative
schools in terms of the presence or absence among all
sampled
schools of these environmental conditions. Indeed, the
TABLE 14
SURVEY ITEMS SHOWING 90% AGREEMENT AMONG ALL SAMPLED
ANS\VER
SURVEY ITEM ^EY
—
55. I can read and write well enough to get
along in this school (Mis-Schooling) F
39. I like having teachers who are like a
friend to me. (Teacher Effectiveness). T
43. Teachers at this school are not as fair
to students as teachers were at my other
school. (Discrimination). T
34. My teachers do not pay attention when I
need help learning. (Outreach) F
30. The teachers who are friendly with me
outside class don't help me learn in
class. (Teacher Effectiveness) F
02. I know exactly what I have to do to get
credit for my work. (Clarity) T
23. My teachers don't help me because they
have too much to do. (Outreach) F
77. I understand the grading system in this
school. (Clarity) T
72. When a new term begins, it does not take
long to find out when and where my classes
meet. (Clarity)
18. Many of the homework assignments are too
hard for me. (Difficulty)
STUDENTS
6
.
2%
93.1%
7.4%
92 . 4%
91.8%
91.1%
90 . 8%
90 . 7%
90 . 2%
9.9%
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generally positive and productive relationships among students
and teachers, the basic level of general information about the
curriculum and the widespread ability of students to handle
the academic work could be considered common features of
sampled alternative schools. Knowledge of these similarities
among schools provides background information serving as a
basis for comparison when differences among schools and
student group perceptions are considered.
Summary for Research Question #1
Research Question #1 inquired into the perceptions of
students in sampled alternative schools. Four approaches to
this major question, each related to a specific sub-question,
were followed. First, using the analysis of variance method
and the deviation from the sample means method, significant
differences among student perceptions of alternative schools
were noted for all selected environmental dimensions.
Second, specific environmental conditions were found to
characterize schools scoring highest on nine environmental
variables. These conditions describe school conditions that
encouraged involvement in learning. Third, in a similar
fashion, environmental conditions that were common among
schools scoring lowest on six environmental variables were
described. These communalit ies described school conditions
that led to low variable press. Fourth, ten survey items
which were viewed in a similar way by ninety percent of all
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sampled students were presented and discussed. These ten
common denominators of alternative schools were character-
istic of all sampled school environments.
In closing the discussion of the first research ques-
tion, the major perceptions of students toward alternative
school environments that resulted from these four approaches
can be briefly outlined. First, alternative schools differed
in the environments they created to help students learn.
Second, schools scoring high on environmental variables were
characterized by specific environmental conditions that were
not present in schools scoring low on each variable. For
example, schools with high Outreach scores were responsive
to learner needs and interests because teachers sought to
identify student suggestions and difficulties. Next, schools
effective at solving organizational problems systematically
confronted identified problems until changes in school organ-
ization and individual behavior occurred. Further, the
boundaries defining what students were permitted to do were
clearly defined and consistently enforced in schools with
high Limits scores. In schools with high Communication
scores, students could got their questions answered, while
effective orientation programs provided pupils with the in-
formation they needed to succeed. In schools rated high in
Clarity, academic expectations and procedures were direct
and easy to understand. In schools rated high in
Difficulty
the instructional pace challenged students to active
partici-
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pation in classwork and homework. Teachers in schools ranked
high on Teacher Effectiveness were humane task leaders of
learning groups. In schools where high Mis—Schooling was
noted, the failure of previous schools to motivate students
was cited. Last, in schools where Peer Influence was high,
peer groups encouraged attendance and achievement in class,
and discouraged misbehavior at school. In general, these
are environmental attributes of schools considered relatively
effective at promoting learning.
Third, according to student perceptions, schools rated
low on survey variables had these specific environmental
conditions in common. Schools with low Limits permitted
class cuts and unstructured socializing time. Schools with
low Communication held large group meetings that were con-
fusing to students. In schools with low Discrimination,
students could risk mistakes in class without fear of being
laughed at. In schools with low Difficulty, teachers report-
edly did not make students work hard. In schools with low
Mis-Schooling, students had effective study habits and had
learned to cope with school environments. In schools where
students reported low Extra—School Priorities, non-academic
responsibilities did not interfere with school work. These
conditions that distinguished low-scoring schools were not
characteristic of high scoring schools. They describe envir-
onmental attributes which influence the way a learner inter-
acts with school settings.
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Fourth, ten specific conditions related to teacher-
student relationships, academic policies and the difficulty
level of alternative schools were perceived in a similar way
by ninety percent of all sampled students. In general,
teachers were perceived as friendly and helpful. Academic
policies and procedures were clearly understood. However,
the scholarship demanded in alternative schools was not too
difficult for most students.
In sum, major student perceptions toward specific en-
vironmental conditions in sampled alternative schools have
been presented. The environmental variables measured in this
research... were selected as influences likely to affect the
involvement of learners in alternative schools. Thus, the
educational environments of sampled schools have been des-
cribed in terms of environmental attributes that encourage
and discourage learning. Knowledge of the nature of educa-
tional environments perceived to be effective and ineffective
by students can be used by educators to create school set-
tings more conducive to learning. However, no single environ-
mental condition produces equally effective learning for all
students across all schools. Rather, methods for measuring
perceived educational environment are most useful for match-
ing specific learning conditions to the needs of specific
student groups. Thus, these findings based on the views of
all students across sampled schools provide necessary back-
ground information for considering the differences between
212
the perceptions of marginal and non-marginal learners, which
is the subject of Research Question #2.
RESEARCH QUESTION 2. What are the Differences between the
Perceptions of Marginal Learners and the Perceptions of Other
Learners toward Selected Variables of the Educational Environ-
ments of Sampled Alternative Schools ?
To identify differences between the perceptions of
marginal learners and other learners in sampled alternative
schools, two general approaches, each expressed in a specific
research question, were adopted. First, perceptions of all
marginal and non-marginal learners in sampled schools were
compared in terms of scores on single variables. The first
approach determines the differences between marginal and non-
marginal learner perceptions when the twenty-nine schools
where marginal students responded were considered as one
group. Second, the differences between marginal and non-
marginal learner perceptions of single environmental variables
were examined across selected schools. The second approach
inquires whether marginal learners in selected schools
scored consistently higher or lower on the environmental
variables when compared with the other learners in these
schools
,
Do the Pooled Perceptions of all Marginal Learners
Differ
from the Pooled Perceptions of all other Learners
toward each Environmental Variable?
The first approach to Research Question #2
will proceed
in the following manner. Using the 66
plus 33 minus scoring
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method, a group score on each environmental variable will be
computed for all marginal learners and for all other learners.
In this way, the pooled perceptions of the two groups can be
compared and discussed. Next, using the analysis of variance
treatment and the individual scoring method, the significance
of the differences between marginal and non-marginal percep-
tions of each environmental variable will be estimated. With
analysis of variance, the influence of possible confounding
influences on the perceptions of these marginal groups can
also be reported.
Group Perceptions of all Marginal and Non-Marginal Learners
Figure 15 graphically presents the variable scores of
marginal and non-marginal student groups when all sampled
schools were considered together. Marginal learners differed
the most from other learners in their perceptions of the
Extra-School Priorities, Problem-Solving, Communication and
Mis-Schooling environmental variables. Also, these two
groups received an equal score on the Discrimination,
Difficulty, Teacher Effectiveness and Peer Influence vari-
ables. On the Outreach, Limits and Clarity variables, mar-
ginal learners scored slightly less than other learners did.
The largest differences between marginal and non-
marginal learner groups can be summarized in the following
fashion. The clearest difference came from scores on the
Extra-Schools Priorities variable. Compared to other
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learners, marginal learners perceived greater interference in
completing school work from interests and problems outside
the school. Their home responsibilities did not permit the
same concentration on school work, nor did marginal learners
place the same priority on attendance and homework that other
learners did.
Next, marginal learners differed from other learners in
their perception of the problem-solving capacity of their
schools. To marginal learners, the alternative schools were
not as effective at correcting organizational difficulties.
In short, the problems marginal learners perceived were more
likely to continue without successful solution.
Third, the communication processes of alternative
schools did not provide needed information to marginal and
non-marginal learners to the same degree. Consistently,
marginal learners perceived less effectiveness in the com-
munication structures designed to keep them informed. This
implies that one source of the difficulties of these learners
was an unequally efficient communication network.
Last, marginal learners perceived a greater handicap
from previous academic deficiencies than other learners did.
Learners on the margins were more likely to have developed
inadequate study habits and to suffer from information and
skill deficiencies. These handicaps probably contributed to
the relative difficulty these learners experienced in con-
necting with the alternative school.
SCORE
Figure I5
Marginal and Non-Marginal Group Scores
on ASES Variables
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However, when the perceptions of all marginal and non-
marginal learners were summarized into group scores using the
66 plus 33 minus scoring method, the perceptions of these two
groups were relatively similar on seven ASES variables. This
raises a question concerning the strength of the differences
in perception between these groups. Based on the group var-
iable scores, the clearest differences would be expected on
perceptions of the Extra-School Priorities, Problem-Solving,
Communication and Mis-Schooling dimensions of alternative
school environments.
Significance of the Differences Between All
Marginal and Non-Marginal Learner Perceptions
Were the differences noted between marginal and non-
marginal learner perceptions statistically significant? To
approach this aspect of the specific research question, the
individual scoring method was used to compute a score on each
variable for all learners in the twenty-nine schools where
marginal learners were surveyed. The number of students
surveyed in these schools totalled 1603, although partial
missing information was encountered in 212 (13.2%) of the
cases. Using the analysis of variance method with each ASES
variable in turn as the dependent variable, the significance
of the differences between the perceptions of all marginal
and all non-marginal learners was estimated. The cultural
background, social class and sex of students were simultan-
eously used as independent variables in order to estimate
the
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possibl© confounding influences of these demographic variables
on the perceptions of marginal and other learners.^ The com-
plete results of these analysis of variance calculations are
provided in Table 15.
The first task of significance testing was to determine
whether the four factors as a whole have a statistically
significant effect. On all eleven environmental variables,
the main effects of Marginal Status, Cultural Background,
Social Class and Sex considered together were estimated to be
significant at the .001 level of confidence. This means that
student perceptions of the educational environments of sampled
schools differed when the influence of the four factors were
considered together.
The specific factor of interest in this discussion is
the influence of marginal status on the perceptions of en-
vironmental variables. To estimate the differences between
perceptions related to this factor, the second task of sign-
ificance testing was to examine whether the two-way inter-
action effects between marginal status and each of the other
three selected demographic variables were significant (p<.05).
For the Clarity variable, the interaction between marginal
status and social class was estimated to be significant at
^The purpose for this step was not to examine in depth
the perceptions of students from different cultural back-
grounds, social classes or sexes. This issue, while theoreti
cally interesting, was not directly related to the researc
question at hand—which focuses in detail on the differences
in perception attributable to the marginal status of
respondents
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the .01 level of significance. This suggests that marginal
and non-marginal perceptions of the clarity of academic ex-
pectations and procedures in sampled alternative schools
varied depending on the social class background of the
learners. In plain words, a marginal learner who was upper-
middle class might not perceive the clarity of the school in
the same manner as a marginal learner who was from a lower
social class. In addition, a lower class student who was
marginal might not perceive the same level of clarity in the
alternative school as would a lower class student who was not
marginal. For this reason, the effects of marginal status on
stucent perceptions of the Clarity variable were found to be
confounded with the effects of social class. Thus, although
the differences between marginal and non-marginal perceptions
of Clarity were estimated to be significant at the .001 level,
these differences were not consistent across different cate-
gories of social class.
After checking for interaction effects, it is appro-
priate to consider the effect of marginal status on student
perceptions of the remaining ten environmental variables. On
eight environmental variables, a significant difference be-
tween the perceptions of all marginal and all non-marginal
learners was found. The difference between marginal and
non-marginal perceptions toward the Outreach, Problem-Solving,
Communication, Discrimination, Teacher Effectiveness,
Mis-
Schooling, Peer Influence and Extra-School Priorities
dimen-
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sions of school environment was estimated to be significant
at the .001 level of confidence. It was not likely that the
^iffs^snces between marginal and other learner perceptions
of these environmental variables were the result of chance.
Also, the differences between marginal and non-marginal
perceptions of these selected dimensions of educational en-
vironment were consistent, regardless of the social class,
cultural background or sex of sampled students. However, the
differences between marginal and non-marginal learner per-
ceptions of the Limits and Difficulty of alternative schools
were not found to be significant. In sum, since the differ-
ences between marginal and other learner perceptions toward
eight environmental dimensions were consistent and significant
regardless of the cultural background, social class and sex
of sampled students, identification of the marginal status of
a learner provides a powerful descriptive tool for understand-
ing how pupils perceive educational environments.
Next, it will be recalled that the ASES variables
viewed differently by marginal and other learners were
selected as environmental attributes likely to influence the
interactions of learners with an alternative school. Thus,
these findings support the proposition that sampled school
environments contributed to the marginal status of learners.
In short, students responded to the educational environments
they perceived. Identification of the environmental dimen-
sions perceived in a different way by student groups provides
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important information that can b© usad to creat© laarning
anvironmants that promot© laarning for studants on tha margins
of schools.
Comparison of tha siza of tha F-scoras computad for
marginal status on the eight environmental variables viewed
differently provides one way of estimating the relative
strength of the significant differences between marginal and
non-marginal perceptions. Table 16 summarizes these results.
The five environmental variables viewed with the greatest
difference were Extra-School Priorities, Discrimination,
Outreach, Problem-Solving and Mis-Schooling . Possible inter-
pretations of the statistically significant differences in
perceptions of all eight environmental dimensions of sampled
alternative schools will be proposed in the following analysis.
First, it was not surprising that learners v/ho exper-
ienced dissatisfaction and difficulty in school would turn to
interests outside of school. An individual who is denied
positive reassurance of his/her work in school is impelled to
seek such reassurances wherever available. This implies that,
to reach learners on the margins of schools, educators must
make better use of the interests of the students and better
use of the resources beyond classroom walls. In this way,
school work is more likely to be seen by all learners as
relevant to their present and future needs.
Second, marginal learners perceived a different degree
of discrimination in their schools. Even in alternative
TABLE 16
Analysis of Variance Results:
F-Scores Related to the Influence of Marginal Status
on Student Perceptions of Selected Environmental Variables
(in order of magnitude)
VARIABLE F-SCORE SIGNIFICANCE
OF F-SCORE
Extra-School Priorities 61.81 .001
Discrimination 41.58 .001
Outreach 37.98 .001
Clarity 36.41 .001
Problem-Solving 26.82 .001
Mis-Schooling 20.57 .001
Communication 18.38 .001
Peer Influence 15.35 .001
Teacher Effectiveness 12.10 .001
Limits 0.22 .637
Difficulty 0.02 .877
N=1391
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learning environments designed to be more responsive to
students, marginal individuals reported that they did not
receive equal treatment in their classrooms and schools. In
part, this may be interpreted as a nearly inevitable
consequence of group instructional methods and of the
consequent lack of systematic diagnosis of learner needs and
strengths that could create appropriate matches between
teachers and students.
Third, the differences between marginal and non-marginal
perceptions of the Outreach variable also point to a similar
difficulty. Marginal learners generally did not perceive
(to the same degree other learners did) that special efforts
were being made to help them learn. With group instruction
practices, it is difficult to hold the rest of the class back
or even to let others progress while helping learners on the
margins of the class. Yet, these marginal learners who
reported less Outreach were the people most in need of special
assistance
.
Fourth, marginal learners perceived the problem-solving
capacity of school environments in a different way than other
learners. It was likely that marginal students perceived
more "problem” in the alternative school environment.
Especially for more permanently marginal individuals, school
environments have proven unresponsive for years. The
differential perceptions of Problem-Solving may result from
this history of the ongoing failure of most school
environments vis-a-vis their marginal learners.
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' Fifth, marginal learners perceived a different amount
I
. of handicap stemming from previous academic deficiencies
than other learners did. In part, it is likely that system-
f atic diagnosis of learning errors (and of information or
skill dificiencies ) would be a necessary pre-requisite to
improved learning for learners on the margins of schools.
Sixth, marginal learners perceived the Communication
processes in their schools as less effective than other
learners did. The learners on the margins were more likely
to lack the information they needed to succeed. In part,
this may have been related to the form of the communication
media or to the position of these students on the fringes
of information sharing networks. This suggests that, to more
fully involve marginal learners in the operation of alterna-
tive schools, improved efforts should be made to identify
and direct all important information to the people who need
it most.
Seventh, marginal and non-marginal groups differed in
their perceptions of the influence of their peers. In gen-
eral, marginal learners reported that their peer reference
groups did not value attendance or achievement in school as
much as the peer groups of other learners did. This was
undoubtedly another contributing factor to the difficulties
of marginal learners, and to the school’s difficulties in
reaching them.
i
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Eighth, the effectiveness of teachers was perceived
differently by marginal and other learners. By learners on
the margins of their classes, teachers were viewed as less
effective group leaders. Again, the consequences of group
instructional techniques without adequate diagnosis and
corrective practices can be tentatively related to this
finding.
Finally, the perceptions of students toward the Limits
and Difficulty variables did not vary consistently with
marginal status. In some instances, compared to other learners,
marginal learners perceived greater limits and/or difficulty in alternative
schools; in other cases, they did not.
In sum, the perceptions of all students toward eight
environmental variables were found to differ significantly
according to their marginal status. These differences between
marginal and other learner perceptions were also consistent,
regardless of the cultural background, social class or sex
of sampled students.^ Although these findings must be regard-
^The confounding effects of verbal ability on the dif-
ferences in the perceptions of marginal and non-marginal
learners were also estimated in a separate analysis. Because
many schools were unwilling to release verbal information,
these data were collected for only 673 students. For this
reason, a full-scale analysis of these effects was not ap-
propriate in the first approach to Research Question #2 (which
used as its data base a sample more than twice as large)
.
Nevertheless, in the smaller sample for which verbal data were
available, marginal and non-marginal perceptions of four ASES
variables (Outreach, Discrimination, Clarity and Teacher Ef
fectiveness) were found to be confounded by the influence of
verbal ability. In short, marginal and other learner percep-
tions of these four ASES variables were found to vary, depend-
ing on the verbal ability level of sampled students in each group.
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ed as tentative, they can be interpreted to provide direction
for understanding and improving the nature of educational en-
vironments .
Differences in Pooled Perceptions of All
Marginal and Other Learners—Summary
The answer to this specific research question concern-
ing the differences in the perceptions of all marginal and
other learners toward selected environmental variables can
be summarized as follows. When a single group score was
computed on each variable for all marginal learners and for
all other learners, the greatest differences between these
groups were related to their perceptions of the Extra-School
Priorities, Problem-Solving, Communication and Mis-Schooling
dimensions of alternative schools . Also, the least differences
were noted for perceptions toward the Discrimination, Dif-
ficulty, Teacher Effectiveness and Peer Influence variables.
Using the analysis of variance method, significant
differences (p<.001) between the perceptions of marginal and
other learners were estimated for nine of eleven dimensions
of alternative school environments. On eight of the nine
variables, no confounding influences due to the cultural
background, social class or sex of respondents were noted.
The largest differences between marginal and non-marginal
perceptions occured on the Extra-School Priorities, Discrim-
ination, Outreach, Clarity and Problem-Solving dimensions
of
alternative educational environments. Although these
findings
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should be regarded as tentative, they can be provisionally
interpreted as clear evidence that marginal status is a
powerful descriptive category for understanding learner per-
ceptions of school environment.
Having examined the perceptions of all marginal and
non-marginal learners, the analysis can now be directed to
the differences between marginal and other learner percep-
tions across the selected schools. This analysis should
provide further assistance for identifying environmental
variables which contributed to the difficulties of learners
on the margins of alternative schools.
Do the Perceptions of Marginal Learners toward each
Environmental Variable Differ from the Perceptions
of Other Learners across Selected Schools?
In this second approach to Research Question #2, the
differences in the perceptions of marginal and non-marginal
learners across selected schools will be considered. As a
complement to the first approach (which pooled the perceptions
of all marginal learners and all non-marginal learners from
twenty-nine schools into separate groups by disregarding their
schools)
,
this second approach estimates the significance of
the difference between marginal and non-marginal perceptions
of single environmental variables when the schools of these
learners were taken into account.
A sample of fifteen schools was selected for the second
approach. The criterion for selection of this sample was that
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th© nuitibeir of stud©nts indsntified as mairginal who completed
the ASES survey be greater than or equal to ten. The purpose
for this selection was to increase the likelihood that the
differences observed between marginal and non-marginal learn-
ers were not the result of the limited num.ber of marginal
students who were present on the survey administration day in
a single school. This selected sample was needed to more
rigorously examine the differences between m.arginal and non-
marginal group perceptions across schools. Otherwise, if the
66 plus 33 minus scoring method were used to compute one
group score for a group with fewer than ten members, the
change in the response of only one student to one survey item
could affect the group score by one point on a sixteen point
scale. With marginal learner groups larger than ten, the
differences between marginal and non-marginal group scores
more accurately reflected the differences in group percep-
tions .
Variable Differences Across Selected Schools
By examining the perceptions of marginal and non-
marginal learners on single variables within each selected
school, the differences between these groups can be identi-
fied. The following profiles (Figures 16 - 26) graphically
described the differences.
Table 17 summarizes these findings. On/ the Outreach,
Problem-Solving, Communication, Clarity and Teacher Effective
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ness variables, marginal learners scored consistently lower
than non—marginal learners did. Learners on the margins of a
school generally perceived less presence of these variables
in their learning environments. On the Discrimination, Mis-
Schooling and Extra-School Priorities variables, marginal
learners scored higher than their classmates. Marginal learn-
ers perceived greater discrimination at school, felt a more
serious handicap from previous mis-schooling
,
and placed a
higher priority on responsibilities and interests from out-
side the school. The differences that existed between non-
marginal and marginal learners perceptions of the Limits,
Difficulty and Peer Influence dimensions of educational en-
vironment varied in direction from school to school. General-
ly, marginal learners perceived lower Limits, Difficulty and
Peer Influence than other learners did; but the direction of
difference in perceptions of these groups was not consistent
across schools.
In two schools, the perceptions of marginal learners
differed in an exceptional way. In School 05, for example,
marginal learners perceived lower Discrimination and Mis-
Schooling, and higher Clarity, Teacher Effectiveness, and
Peer Influence than their classmates. A possible interpreta-
tion of this finding is that, in this school, learners on the
margins of the school were receiving effective help and at-
tention. (School 05 featured an individualized basic skills
"for school-alienated and failure" students.)curriculum
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This possibility, however, is not confirmed by other evidence,
so should be treated as only tentative. In School 17, marginal
learners scored the same as non-marginal learners on the Out-
reach, Problem-Solving, Communication, Clarity and Teacher
Effectiveness variables. In this school, 54% of the students
were identified as marginal by a teaching staff who maintained
high expectations for participation and growth in school. The
similarity of these scores with so large a marginal group
suggests that there was not much difference between marginal
and non-marginal learners in this school.
Finally, marginal learners in five schools (Schools 02,
04, 06, 20, 29) were exceptional in their perceptions of at
least three variables. This evidence indicates that differ-
ences between marginal and non-marginal learners varied in
direction both by school and by ASES variable. In other
words, although a general direction of difference for marginal
and non-marginal perceptions of eight variables has been
noted, it was not unusual for marginal learner perceptions
in a single school to differ from the expected tendency.
Further, marginal learners in single schools may have corres-
ponded to the expected direction of difference on some
variables and deviated from expectation on others. These
nuances in differences between marginal and non-marginal
learners make the problem of people on the margins of a school
unique in each environment. The existence of both consistent
trends and consistent exceptions in these data was an addition-
al argument supporting the need for careful estimation of the
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particular situation of marginal learner groups in each
school environment
. For reference purposes
,
Appendix I
contains an analysis of the survey variables and items which
best distinguished between the perceptions of marginal and
other learners in single schools. In sum, inspection of the
views of marginal and non-marginal learners has indicated
that these groups differed in a consistent direction across
selected schools on eight of eleven ASES variables.
T-Test Analysis of the Variable Differences
Across Selected Schools
One measure of the strength of differences is based on
determining the probability that the distribution of marginal
and non-marginal scores on each variable in selected schools
could have occurred by chance. To test this possibility, the
following null hypothesis related to Research Question f^2 was
constructed: the population means for each variable do not
differ in a predicted direction for marginal and non-marginal
learners. Next, the significance level of p < .05 with a one-
tail test of probability was chosen for rejection of the null
hypothesis. Further, an F ratio was computed to determine
whether the variances of the two groups were significantly
different. Finally, a grouped t-test was calculated based on
the sample means, standard deviations and sample sizes for
marginal and non-marginal views of each variable. The t-test
results for all eleven ASES variables are reported in Table 18
The results of the t-tests showed statistically signi-
ficant differences in the predicted direction between
the per-
ceptions of marginal and non-marginal learners on five ASES
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variables—Outreach, Coinmunication
, Discrimination, Clarity
and Extra-School Priorities. Outreach, Communication, and
Extra-School Priorities achieved significance levels of p<.02.
Discrimination showed a significance level of p<'. 01, and, for
Clarity, the significance level was p<.001. For these five
variables, the null hypothesis can be rejected with confidence
For the other six ASES variables, the null hypothesis should
be tentatively accepted.
In sum, it was not likely that the consistent differ-
ences across schools between marginal and non-marginal group
perceptions of the Outreach, Communication, Discrimination,
Clarity and Extra-School Priorities dimensions of alternative
environments were the result of chance. Compared to other
learners, marginal learners generally perceived that their
alternative schools made less of a special effort to help
them learn. They reported that the communication process was
less effective at providing them with the information they
needed to succeed. In addition, academic policies and pro-
cedures were not as well understood by marginal learners.
Further, compared to other learners, marginal learners
consistently perceived a higher degree of discrimination in
their school environments. Marginal students also perceived
a higher degree of interference with school work from respon-
sibilities and difficulties outside the school. Taken togeth
er, these findings of consistent differences across schools
highlight environmental conditions that contributed to the
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difficulties of learners on the margins. Although the find-
ings should be considered tentative until verified by further
research, they suggest departure points for creating learning
environments that better connect with students whose learning
needs were not being well-served by current educational set-
tings .
Survey Variables and Items Which Best Distinguished
Between Marginal and Non-Marginal Perception^
To examine which variables and survey items most often
showed the greatest difference between the views of marginal
and other learners across selected schools, a preliminary
analysis of the results from each school was undertaken. In
this preliminary analysis, three criteria were used to select
the variables which showed the greatest difference between
groups in a school. First, group scores on each ASES variable
for the marginal and non-marginal groups were compared, and
variables which showed the largest absolute spread between
groups in each school were identified. Second, when marginal
and non-marginal groups differed on several variables by an
equal amount, a random selection among these equally different
variables was made. Third, using the first two criteria, at
least two variables and no more than four variables were
selected for each school. These variables served as the basis
for identifying survey items which best distinguished
between
the views of marginal and non-marginal learners across
selected
schools
.
i
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Table 19 reports the number of schools where each ASES
variable served to best distinguish between the views of
marginal and non-marginal groups. Consideration of this
table indicates that the Outreach, Problem-Solving and Com-
munication dimensions of an alternative school environment
most frequently showed the greatest difference between the
views of marginal and non-marginal groups. Next, the Clarity,
Mis-Schooling and Extra-School Priorities variable scales best
distinguished between relevant groups. Each of these six
variables showed high discriminative power between group views
in at least one-third of selected schools.
When the preliminary analysis selecting variables which
showed the greatest differences between marginal and non-
marginal groups was undertaken, the survey items which showed
the greatest differences between groups on the selected var-
iables were also noted. The three criteria used in the pre-
liminary analysis to select the survey items which best
discriminated between groups were similar to the criteria used
to select variables. First, items which showed the largest
absolute spread (in percentage of responses) between the views
of marginal and non-marginal groups were identified. Second,
at least two and not more than three items were selected for
each variable. Third, if several items showed an equal dif-
ference between group views, items were selected randomly from
this group.
TABLE 19
NUMBER OF SCHOOLS WHERE ASES VARIABLES
SHOWED GREATEST DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
MARGINAL AND NON-MARGINAL PERCEPTIONS
NUMBER
VARIABLE OF SCHOOLS
OUTREACH 8
PROBLEM SOLVING 6
COMMUNICATION 6
CLARITY 5
MIS -SCHOOLING 5
EXTRA-SCHOOL PRIORITIES 5
DIFFICULTY 4
LIMITS 3
TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS 3
PEER INFLUENCE 2
DISCRIMINATION 2
N = 15 SCHOOLS
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A further selection of survey items was made for purposes
of the present discussion. To be selected as showing the
9^o^test difference between marginal and non—marginal groups,
a survey item had to pass through two screens. First, its
variable scale had to be selected as one showing the greatest
difference between marginal and non-marginal groups. Second,
the item itself had to best discriminate between the views of
these groups in more than half of the schools for which its
variable scale was most discriminative. For example, the
Outreach variable most clearly discriminated between group
views in eight schools. The three survey items discussed
below for the Outreach variable showed the greatest difference
between groups in four or more of these eight schools. In
sum, the survey items selected through this two-step process
can be regarded as potentially key contributors to differences
between groups on variable scales. (For reference purposes.
Appendix I reports the results of the preliminary analysis
identifying survey items and variables which best distinguish-
ed between the perceptions of marginal and other learners in
twenty-nine sampled schools.)
The following is a list of survey items that consistently
produced divergent views according to defined criteria. This
analysis is conducted for seven ASES variables. The remaining
four variables did not produce the greatest difference between
groups in enough schools to warrant consideration using these
criteria
.
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Outreach
23. My teachers don't help me because they have too
much to do.
50. There are not many classes I like at this school.
75. My teachers do not ask for suggestions about how
to improve their classes.
The issues that differentiated between the views of
marginal and other learners on this variable related to the
responsiveness of teachers to student needs, interests and
suggestions. To a greater degree than other learners, margin-
al students tended to feel that their teachers were too busy
to help them. They were also generally less satisfied w'ith
the variety in the curriculum or the actual process of many
classes. Further, they did not feel as able as other learners
did to have an impact on curriculum decision-making. This
evidence suggests that the responsiveness of teachers and
school curricula were perceived differently by marginal and
other learners.
Problem-Solving
10. Some teachers don't try to make this a really
good school.
14. At this school, we have meetings which actually
solve school problems.
44. I think this school is good at solving its own
problems
.
When marginal and non-marginal learners differed
the
of the Problem-Solving capacity ofmost in their perceptions
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alternative schools, these groups tended to differ in their
perception of teacher motivation to improve the school.
Marginal learners and other learners were also likely to dif-
fer in their global or general perceptions of the effective-
ness of meetings and other means to solve school
problems. It is possible that marginal learners sensed a
greater degree of "problem" with school and were generally
more skeptical or penetrating in their attitude toward lasting
improvement. Perhaps it was this urgency which led them to
be more critical of teachers who did not work wholeheartedly
for improvement. These speculations are suggested, but
certainly not established, by this limited evidence.
Communication
11. Large meetings get pretty confusing here.
28. If I did not go to a meeting for all the students,
I would miss a lot
.
79. My parents want this school to tell them more
about my school work.
When perception of the school's ability to provide
needed information to students produced the greatest differ-
ence between marginal and non-marginal views, these groups
differed most in their perception of large meetings. In
other words, the effectiveness of large group communication
processes was viewed differently by student "outsiders" not
as likely to be involved in the meetings. Marginal
and non-
marginal groups also differed in the degree to which
they
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perceived their parents' desires for more information about
their school work. In general, the parents of marginal
learners were reported to want more information about their
son's or daughter’s school work.
Clarity
19. I can find out exactly how well I am doing in my
classes
.
74. When I was a new student, it took a long time to
learn how to make a schedule and get credit at
this school.
When perception of the Clarity variable best distin-
guished between groups, marginal learners differed from non-
marginal learners in their ability to get clear feedback
concerning their progress in classes. Part of being marginal
apparently involves an uncertain relation to group expecta-
tions, and a consequent difficulty in knowing precisely which
cues to respond to or which work must be completed. Both
teachers and students avoided the issue of clarifying relative
standing in a group, judging from the reported difficulty of
the marginal learners in finding out how well they were doing.
In addition, the process for scheduling classes and
earning credit was learned in different ways by disconnected
students. For this reason, it would be misleading to take
for granted a common level of understanding of the scheduling
and evaluation processes in these schools.
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Mis-Schooling
45. I never liked school much, and still don't.
Response to this blunt expression of negative attitude
toward school was the best marker dist inquishing between
marginal and non-marginal perceptions when the Mis-Schooling
variable was a powerful discriminator. Marginal learners
reported much stronger negative attitudes toward present and
past schooling, and were necessarily more ambivalent about
involvement in a negatively-viewed process.
Extra-School Priorities
15. Because of other things I do, I do not have the
time and energy to get my school work done.
42. What I learn in school helps me solve problems
outside of school.
When the interference from responsibilities outside of
school was viewed differently by marginal and other learners,
the issue of finding time and energy to complete school work
emerged as one specific manifestation of the problem. How
much other priorities and interests were permitted to inter-
fere with school work appeared to vary with marginal status.
Also, the connection between school learning and extra-school
problems was perceived as less direct by marginal learners.
In other words, they did not find their school work
very
relevant to other important issues in their present
or future
lives
.
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Difficulty
38. Overall, my classes are easy.
70. We have a lot of reading and writing in my classes.
The difficulty level of classroom instruction and
learning activities was viewed differently by marginal and
non-marginal learners. Usually, but not always, learners on
the fringes tended to see school work as more difficult.
One aspect of this view was a different perception of the
reading and writing load. What is perceived as "a lot" by
some marginal learners to whom school seemed more difficult
did not concern other learners as much.
In sum, these survey items were likely to precipitate a
strong divergence in the views of marginal and non-marginal
groups, especially when each variable scale also clearly
discriminated between marginal groups in a single school.
The discussion of these survey items adds specificity to the
profile of factors leading to the different perceptions of
marginal and non-marginal learners. If the ASES survey were
administered in a single school to investigate in depth the
problem of marginal learners, specific survey items and
variable scales showing the largest differences between
groups could serve as a starting point and guide for further
inquiry into the causes and possible solutions of the problem
of marginal learners.
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Summary of Differences Between the Perceptions
of Marginal and Non-Marginal Learners Across
Selected Schools
The second approach to Research Question #2 produced the
following specific research findings. Marginal learners gen-
erally perceived less Outreach, Problem-Solving, Communication,
Clarity and Teacher Effectiveness than other learners did in
selected alternative school environments. Compared to other
learners, marginal learners usually perceived greater Dis-
crimination, Mis-Schooling and Extra School Priorities in
these environments. However, since exceptions to these tend-
encies occurred, a careful estimation of the particular situa-
tion of marginal learner groups in each school environment is
also appropriate.
The t-test method was used to estimate the strength of
the differences between marginal and non-marginal perceptions
of single ASES variables across selected schools. The results
of the t-tests showed statistically significant differences
(p<.02) in the predicted direction between the perceptions
of marginal and non-marginal learners on five ASES variables
Outreach, Communication, Discrimination, Clarity and Extra-
School Priorities. These findings were interpreted as evidence
that specific conditions in alternative school environments
contributed to the difficulties of learners on the margins.
Finally, survey variables and items which consistently
showed the greatest differences between marginal and non-
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marginal group perceptions across selected schools were
identified for seven ASES variables. To a greater degree
than other learners, marginal learners tended to feel that
their teachers and school curricula were less responsive to
them. Next, marginal learners perceived their teachers as
less motivated to improve the school. Also, these learners
were more skeptical of the alternative school’s ability to
solve organizational problems. Further, marginal learners
saw large group meetings as more confusing and less important
than other students did. They also reported more often that
their parents desired additional information about their
progress at school. Further, marginal learners perceived
greater difficulty getting clear feedback about their own
progress in classes and more often took longer than other
students to become oriented to scheduling and credit earning
procedures in the alternative school. Also, marginal learners
had more negative attitudes about school. They perceived
greater interference from responsibilities outside of school,
and were less likely to see relevant connections between their
school work and their present and future problems. Last,
marginal students tended to see the school work as more
difficult than other students did.
In sum, the perceptions of marginal learners toward
environmental variables were found to differ from the percep-
tions of other learners across selected schools. Although
these findings must be considered tentative, consistent
and
I
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significant differences were noted and the differences on
individual variables were examined in detail. If this process
were followed in single alternative schools, school personnel
would have systematic information to use as a starting point
for ongoing inquiry and action that created learning environ-
ments better suited to the students on the margins of the
school. For example, investigating the perceptions of learners
on the margins of the school might be especially appropriate
in a newly desegregated school setting where an increase in
temporary marginality could be expected.
Summary for Research Question ^2
Based on two approaches to the major research question
concerning the differences between the perceptions of marginal
and other learners, the major perceptual differences between
these groups can be summarized. First, all marginal and all
other learners differed in a statistically significant way
(p<.001) in their perceptions of nine dimensions of alterna-
tive school environments. On eight of these nine environment-
al variables, the differences between marginal and non-margin-
al learners were consistent regardless of the cultural back-
ground, social class or sex of the students. Second, marginal
learners differed from non-marginal learners in a statisti-
cally significant way across selected schools in their per-
ceptions of five environmental variables.
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In general, these findings indicate that the greatest
and most consistent differences between the perceptions of
marginal and non-marginal students occurred on the Extra-
School Priorities, Discrimination, Outreach, Clarity and
Communication dimensions of the alternative school. In brief,
compared to other learners, marginal learners generally
perceived more responsibilities and difficulties from outside
the school that interfered with their school work. Next,
marginal learners usually perceived greater discrimination
against themselves and others in alternative school environ-
ments. Third, compared to other learners, marginal learners
generally perceived that their teachers did not make as many
special efforts to help them learn. Fourth, the academic
expectations, standards and procedures of sampled alternative
schools were usually not as clear to marginal learners. Fifth,
the communication processes used in sampled alternative schools
were often not as effective at providing marginal learners
with the information they needed.
When the views of marginal and other learners are com-
pared, the differences that are estimated to be serious and/
or statistically significant serve as starting points for
further inquiry and action to help the alternative school
connect more fully with learners on the margins. As the
analytic process has shown, it was possible to examine in
detail which environmental conditions contributed the most to
the difficulties of learners on the margins. It is important
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to realize that school environments are responsible, in part,
for the ongoing troubles of some learners. While school
environment is not likely to be the only factor which influ-
ences the behavior of marginal individuals, it is one powerful
factor the school can re-design to promote improved involve-
ment and results in learning.
The serious gaps between the perceptions of marginal and
other learners across selected alternative schools raise
important issues for the future of the alternative school
movement. Alternative schools, designed in part to serve
learners dissatisfied with traditional high schools, seem to
have created various learning environments with their own
groups of students who are dissatisfied or in difficulty. It
is possible that many of these students had difficulty in
previous environments. However, the findings of this study
indicate that the alternative school environment also contrib-
uted to the difficulties of these learners. One tentative
conclusion to be drawn from this data is that no single, mono-
lithic school environment is appropriate for the variety of
needs and strengths presented by any student group. Alterna-
tive schools have taken one step toward creating new learning
environments. Yet, before adequately approaching the marginal
learner problem, schools must learn to create and improve a
multiple set of learning environments, both within and outside
school walls, that can be intelligently matched to the chang-
ing needs and learning styles of young people.
I
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In sum, the second major research question has concerned
the perceptions of marginal and other learners. Next, the
final major research question will explore the demographic
and academic characteristics of these learners.
RESEARCH QUESTION 3 What differences exist between marginal
learners and other learners in sampled alternative schools
along selected demographic and academic variables?
To identify differences in the demographic and academic
characteristics of marginal and other learners in sampled
alternative schools, two general approaches, each expressed
in a specific research question, were adopted. First, the
cultural backgrounds, social classes, genders and verbal
ability levels of students from all thirty-one sampled schools
were summarized. This analysis defined the social parameters
of the present sample and provided a picture of the cross-
section of students served by sampled alternative schools.
Second, the demographic and academic characteristics of all
learners were compared to the characteristics of all learners
in the twenty-nine schools where marginal learners responded
to the survey. This comparison highlighted the processes
involved in the selection of marginal students in alternative
school environments.
What are selected demographic and academic
Characteristics of learners attending sampled
alternative schools?
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Alternative schools have been thought of as serving a
special clientele, distinguished by specific academic or
demographic characteristics. For example, some critics have
charged that alternative schools serve as a means for siphon-
ing off the troublemakers and low-ability students (for the
dropout schools) or the bright, artistic students (for the
creative and performing arts schools). In certain cities and
in individual schools, this segregation effect does seem to
occur. To provide information concerning the type of student
being served by sampled alternative schools, the first ap-
proach to the third research question analyzes the demographic
and academic characteristics of the total clientele served by
all sampled alternative schools. In other words, the data
presented in this section provides a composite picture of the
cross-section of students served by sampled alternative
schools. To the degree that this school sample was represent-
ative of the total alternative school population, inferences
can be drawn concerning the type of student served by public
alternative high schools.
Demographic Characteristics of Alternative School Students
Table 20 presents the cultural backgrounds, social class
and gender of the 1,692 students who responded to the ASES
survey in thirty-one alternative schools. Nearly seventy
percent of sampled students were White, compared to slightly
more than twenty percent Black students and slightly
less than
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ten percent students from Puerto Rican and Other backgrounds.
Although these percentages roughly equal the distribution of
these cultural groups in the national population, it is not
known whether the school populations mirror the population
percentages for these groups in the cities and towns where
sampled students lived. Also, it should be recalled that
cultural groups were generally segregated into alternative
schools that served predominantly White or predominantly
Black and Puerto Rican groups. In fact, seventeen of thirty-
one sampled schools were predominantly White, and six other
sampled schools were predominantly Black and Puerto Rican.
Based on this sample, then, it could be argued that alterna-
tive schools served students from many cultural backgrounds,
but did so in generally segregated school environments.
Nearly thirty percent of sampled students were ranked
as upper-middle class, compared to nearly fifty percent middle
class students and slightly more than ten percent from lower
class backgrounds. However, approximately twelve percent of
students declined to report their parents' occupations. Since
eighty percent of the students who did not report parental
occupation were Black, Puerto Rican or another non-white
cultural background whose family incomes are normally classi-
fied as middle or lower class, it is likely that many who did
not report parental occupation would be classified as middle
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or lower class. In sum, at least two-thirds of students
served by sampled alternative schools were classified as middle
or upper-middle class.
It is interesting to examine the social class levels of
students from different cultural backgrounds served by sampled
alternative schools. Thirty-eight percent of White students
were upper-middle class, compared to eight percent of Black
students and five percent of Puerto Rican and other students.
Fifty-one percent of White students were middle-class, compar-
ed to forty-three percent of Black students and thirty-seven
percent of Puerto Rican and Other students. Finally, seven
percent of White students were from lower class backgrounds,
compared to eighteen percent of Black students and twenty-two
percent of Puerto Rican and Other students. It is difficult
to generalize from these breakdowns, since social class data
were missing for such large percentages of Black and Puerto
Rican and Other students. The trend in the reported data,
however, indicated that the sampled alternative schools served
a relatively higher than average social class level for each
cultural group. This is a topic for which further research
data are needed to draw reliable conclusions.
^Another way of analyzing this unreported statistic was
that thirty-six percent of Puerto Rican and Other cultural
groups did not report parental occupation and thirty-one per-
cent of Black students did not either. By contrast, only three
percent of White students did not report parental occupations.
This suggests a strong cultural and economic influence on the
decision to reveal the occupations of one's parents.
TABLE 20
The Cultural Background, Social Class and Genderof Sampled Students in Thirty-One Alternative Schools
Category
Number of
Students
Percent of
Students
CULTURAL BACKGROUND
Black 368 21.7%
White 1178 69.6%
Puerto Rican
and Other
Backgrounds
129 7.7%
Not Reported 17 1.0%
Totals 1692 100.0%
SOCIAL CLASS
Upper Middle Class 487 28.8%
Middle Class 818 48.3%
Lower Class 182 10.8%
Not Reported 205 12.1%
Totals 1692 100.0%
GENDER
Male 756 44.7%
Female 934 55.2%
Not Reported 2 0.1%
Totals 1692 100.0%
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Finally, approximately forty-five percent of sampled
students were male, compared to approximately fifty-five
percent of sampled students as female. One possible explan-
ation for this relative disparity is that the emphasis in
many alternative environments on personal expressiveness and
personal relationships might attract more female students,
while the lack of an organized athletic program might dis-
courage some male applicants. Of course, it is simply pos-
sible that more female students were in attendance on survey
administration days, thus increasing the percentage of survey-
ed female students. Further, it is interesting to note that
fifty-seven percent of Puerto Rican and Other students were
males, compared to forty-four percent of White students and
forty-three percent of Black students. While it is invidious
to generalize without firm evidence about the characteristics
of sexual or cultural groups, the relative percentage of
female students in sampled alternative schools certainly
deserves further investigation. In particular, it would be
instructive to examine in detail which environmental dimensions
of alternative schools were viewed differently by male and
female students.
Verbal Ability Levels of Alternative School Students
Verbal ability data were available for 712 students,
less than half of the sample. In the other schools, these
data were either not available or not released. Table
21
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suiranarizes the verbal ability levels for this student group.
Approximately equal percentages of sampled students
were rated above average, average and below average in verbal
ability. It should be emphasized that these equal percentages
derived from data pooled from sixteen schools. In any single
school, it is likely that different relative percentages
would occur, with some schools serving a larger number of
higher verbal ability level students and other schools serving
a larger number of lower ability students. As a whole, how-
ever, these findings indicated that verbal abilities were
distributed fairly equally across the spectrum of students
attending these sixteen alternative schools.
TABLE 21
The Verbal Ability Levels of Sampled Students
from Sixteen Alternative Schools
Category # of Students % of Students
Above Average Verbal Ability 246 34.6%
Average Verbal Ability 232 32.6%
Below Average Verbal Ability 234 32.9%
Total 712 100.0%
nemoaraohic and Academic Characteristics of Sampled
Alternative School Students Summary
The answer to this specific research question concerning
selected demographic and academic characteristics of
sampled
students can be summarized as follows. First, approximately
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seventy percent of sampled alternative students were White,
compared to twenty percent Black students and ten percent
Puerto Rican and Other students. However, this cultural
variety of students were served in generally segregated alter-
native school environments.
Second, nearly thirty percent of sampled students were
ranked as upper-middle class, compared to nearly fifty percent
middle class students and ten percent from lower class back-
grounds. Although social class data were missing for a large
percentage of Black and Puerto Rican students, trends in the
available evidence indicated that alternative schools possibly
served a relatively higher than average social class level for
each cultural group.
Third, fifty-five percent of sampled students were
female, compared to forty-five percent males. The environ-
mental conditions which were perceived differently by female
students and by male students were suggested as possible
topics for future research. Fourth, sixteen alternative
schools (considered as one group) served approximately equal
percentages of students from above average, average and below
average verbal ability groups. However, verbal ability data
were not available across all schools.
In sum, these findings for demographic and academic
student characteristics were intended to be indicative of the
characteristics of students being served by the alternative
the northern part of the East Coast. How-school movement on
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6v©r
,
sine© it is difficult to confid©ntly g©n©ra.liz© from
th©s© findings to singl© alt©rnativ© schools or to alt©rnativ©
schools that w©r© not sampled, th© demographic and academic
characteristics of alternative school students are an appro-
priate subject for further research. In particular, the
degree of cultural segregation, the relatively higher social
class levels of alternative students, the higher percentage
of female students and the distribution of verbal ability
levels of students should be explored both in single schools
and across alternative schools. Nevertheless, the research
findings about student characteristics provided by the present
study will be necessary and useful background for exploring
the differences between the selected characteristics of
marginal and other learners in sampled alternative schools.
Is the percentage of marginal learners who have
particular demographic or academic characteristics greater or
less than the percentage of sampled students with the same
characteristics?
In this second approach to the major research question,
the selected demographic and academic characteristics of
marginal and all learners were compared for the twenty-nine
schools where marginal students were surveyed. The purpose
for this analysis was to determine whether the marginal
status of sampled students was related to their cultural
backgrounds, social class, gender or verbal ability level.
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Marginal Status of Sampled Students
Table 22 presents the number and percentage of sampled
students who were considered marginal to the learning envir-
onment
.
TABLE 22
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF MARGINAL LEARNERS
IN TWENTY-NINE ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS
Variable Category # of Students % of Students
Marginal Students 353 22%
Non-Marginal Students 1250 78%
Totals 1603 100%
When reports from twenty-nine public alternative schools
were combined, it was found that more than one-fifth of
students in attendance on the survey administration day were
identified as marginal to their alternative school environments.
In other words, more than one out of five students were report-
edly disconnected in important ways from alternative schools.
This is a relatively high percentage of young people to be
dissatisfied or in difficulty. The seriousness of the marginal
learner problem in sampled alternative schools suggests that
many of the students who were disconnected from previous, more
conventional school environments remained that way in alterna-
tive schools. This interpretation raises the issue of whether
learning environments are any more effective"alternative”
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at reaching these students than traditional schools were.
This suggests the likelihood that alternative schools shared
with traditional schools at least some of the environmental
conditions that contributed to the previous difficulties of
learners on the margins.
To estimate whether the proportion of learners identified
as marginal varied across sampled schools, the analysis of
variance method was used. The results of a single classifi-
cation analysis of variance with marginal status as the inde-
pendent variable are reported in Table 23. These findings
indicate that the proportion of surveyed students in each
school who were identified as marginal learners varied from
school to school in a statistically significant way (p < .001).
This important finding should be taken into account throughout
the following analysis, because it emphasizes that the situa-
tion and number of marginal learners is likely to differ in
single schools. This caveat reinforces the need for careful
estimation of the marginal learner problem in single schools.
TABLE 23
Analysis of Variance Results;
The Marginal Status of Sampled Students
Related to Their Schools
Source of Variation Degree of Sum of Mean F Probab ility
Freedom Squares Squares Ratio ^
Between Schools
Within Schools
Total
.001
N = 1602
28
1573
1601
24.304 0.868 5.442
250.913 0.160
275.217
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Demographic Characteristics of Marginal and Other Learners
To determine whether marginal status was related to
each of the selected demographic variables, the crosstabula-
tion method was used. Crosstabulation can be defined as a
joint frequency distribution of cases according to two or
more classif icatory variables. These joint frequency distri-
butions were statistically analyzed by the chi-square statis-
tic, used to determine whether or not the variables were
likely to be statistically independent or related. The chi-
square measure compares observed frequencies with frequencies
that were theoretically probable (if the two variables were
independent). In addition, the analysis of variance approach
was used (after percentage differences between marginal and
other learners on the demographic variables were compared)
to determine possible confounding influences among the demo-
graphic variables. The second purpose of the analysis of
variance was to estimate the significance of the differences
in marginal status across categories of a demographic group.
Cultural Background of Marginal and Other Learners
Table 24 summarizes the cultural background of marginal
and other learners when twenty-nine alternative schools were
considered together.
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TABLE 24
THE CULTURAL BACKGROUND OF MARGINAL AilD ALL STUDENTS
IN TWENTY-NINE ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS
Group Composition
All Students
Group Composition Percentage of Each
Marginal Students Cultural Group Who Were
Identified as Marginal
Black 23% Black 31% Black 30%
White 69% White 63% White 20%
Puerto
Rican
and Other
Backgrounds 8%
Puerto
Rican
and Other
Backgrounds 6%
Puerto
Rican
and Other
Backgrounds 16%
Raw Chi Square = 16.565 (2 degrees of freedom)
Significance = ,003 N = 1587
Judging from the chi square measure, cultural background
and marginal status were quite likely to be related. In
relative terms, Black students were the most likely to be
identified as marginal. Three out of ten Black students were
marginal, compared to two out of ten White students and 1.6
out of ten Puerto Rican and Other minority students. In
absolute numbers. White students were most often indentified
as marginal learners. Twice as many White students as Black
students were marginal and ten times as many White students
as Puerto Rican and Other students were marginal. However,
since more than two out of three students attending sampled
alternative schools were White, this high relationship should
be expected. In sum. Black students in sampled alternative
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schools were more likely to be marginal to their school
environments than White or Puerto Rican and Other students
were. This finding suggests that sampled alternative schools
as a whole have not yet developed effective ways of connect-
ing with the needs and learning styles of many Black adoles-
cents .
Social Class Characteristics of Marginal and Other Learners
Table 25 compares the social class backgrounds of
marginal and other learners in twenty-nine sampled schools.
TABLE 25
THE SOCIAL CLASS OF MARGINAL AND ALL STUDENTS
IN TWENTY-NINE ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS
Group Composition Group Composition Percentage of Each
All Students Marginal Students Social Class Group Who
Were Identified
as Marginal
Upper Middle
Class
28% Upper Middle
Class
26% Upper Middle
Class
20%
Middle Class 48% Middle Class 44% Middle Class 20%
Lower Class 11% Lower Class 13% Lower Class 25%
Not Reported 13% Not Reported 17% Not Reported 30%
Raw Chi Square = 9^902 (with 3
Significance = .0194
degrees of freedom)
N = 1603
Judging from the chi square statistic, social class and
marginal status were quite likely to be related, although
interpretation of this relationship is complicated by large
numbers of students (202 students) who declined to report
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their parental occupations. Overall, at least 76% of alter-
native school students in sampled schools were classified as
from middle or upper-middle class backgrounds. Eleven percent
of students reported parental occupations classified as lower
class. Thirteen percent of students did not provide the
necessary information. Further, three out of ten marginal
learners did not report their parents' occupations. (In
general, these students felt that what their parents did was
private information and irrelevant to their views of schools.)
The trend among students reporting social class infor-
mation indicated that lower class students were more likely
to be marginal in alternative schools. One out of four
lower class students were identified as marginal, as compared
with one out of five middle class or upper-middle class
students. However, with so many unreported cases (nearly
one -third of which were from marginal students)
,
it is not
appropriate to speculate further from these data about the
social class backgrounds of marginal learners.
Gender of Marginal and Other Learners
Table 26 compares the genders of marginal and other
learners in twenty-nine sampled schools.
TABLE 26
THE GENDER OF MARGINAL AND ALL STUDENTS
IN TWENTY-NINE ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS
Group Composition Group Composition Percentage of Each
All Students Marginal Students Gender Who Were
Identified as Marginal
Male 45% Male 51% Male 25%
Female 55% Female 49% Female 22%
Yates Corrected Chi Square = 6.824 (with 1 degree of freedom)
Significance = .0090 N = 1601
Judging from the chi square estimate, gender and marginal
status were also quite likely to be related, although the
strength of this association was not estimated. More female
students (55%) than male students (45%) were in attendance on
I
I survey adminstrat ion days at sampled alternative schools.
j
i
Nevertheless, slightly more males (51%) than females (49%)
I were identified as marginal learners. In fact, one out of
:
four males in this sample were identified as marginal, com-
j
pared to one out of five females.
I These research findings indicate that male adolescents
i had the greater difficulty connecting with sampled alternative
I
schools. Also, the figures suggest that more females than
I
males attended sampled alternative high schools. Taken
together, these findings can be interpreted as evidence that
female students have adapted better to the sampled alternative
school environments.
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The Influence of Demographic Characteristics
on the Marginal Status of Sampled Learners
Were the proportional differences in marginal status
noted across the categories of each of the selected demograph-
ic variables statistically significant differences? To
estimate the significance of the relationships between the
demographic variables and the marginal status of students,
the multiple classification analysis of variance method was
used with marginal status as the dependent variable and
cultural background, social class and sex as the independent
variables. The results are presented in Table 27.
First, it should be noted that the main effects of
cultural background, social class and sex (considered together)
on the marginal status of students were estimated to be sign-
ificant at the .01 level of confidence. Taken together, the
demographic variables did influence the marginal status of
sampled students. Second, the interaction effect of cultural
background and social class was found to be significant at
the .001 level of confidence. This finding could be expected
by taking into account the familiar relationships between
race and income level in this country . The observed inter-
action effect between these variables suggests that the
marginal status of students from different cultural back-
ground was not consistent when their social class backgrounds
were taken into account. Similarly, the marginal status of
students from different social class backgrounds was likely
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to vary depending on their cultural backgrounds. This finding
of statistically significant interaction effect between cul-
tural background and social class qualifies previous results
(indicating that Black students were most likely to be margin-
al) by adding the confounding dimension of social class. For
example, it is possible that upper—middle class Black students
were not so likely as lower class Black students to be identi-
fied as marginal, while lower class White students may have
been more likely to be marginal than upper-middle class White
students
.
In addition, the marginal status of students was esti-
mated to be significantly related (p<.02) to the gender of
sampled students. In short, the increased number of male
marginal students was not likely to be the result of chance.
Also, the likelihood that a male student would be identified
as marginal was consistent regardless of his cultural back-
ground and/or social class. In sum, these analysis of var-
iance results clarify and support the crosstabulation findings
concerning the influence of demographic variables on the
marginal status of sampled students. Together, these findings
indicate that not all students were equally well served by
sampled alternative schools. Instead, the gender and cul-
tural background of students were strongly related to their
marginal status.
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Marginal Status and Verbal Ability
In the sixteen schools where verbal ability data were
available, it was possible to examine the relationship between
marginal status and verbal ability. Table 28 presents the
verbal ability levels of marginal and all students in these
schools
.
TABLE 28
THE VERBAL ABILITY LEVEL OF MARGINAL AND ALL STUDENTS
IN SIXTEEN SAMPLED ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS
Group Composition Group Composition Percentage of Each
All Students Marginal Students Verbal Ability Group
Who Were Identified
as Marginal Students
Above Average 34% Above Average 23% Above Average 15%
Verbal Verbal Verbal
Average Verbal 32% Average Verbal 34% Average Verbal 23%
Below Average 34% Below Average 43% Below Average 28%
Verbal Verbal Verbal
Raw Chi Square = 11.533 (with 2 degrees freedom)
Significance = .0031
N = 673
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According to Table 28, verbal ability and marginal status
were quite likely to be related.® Although approximately equal
percentages of all students across sixteen sampled schools
were classified at each verbal ability level, marginal learners
were disproportionately indentified from lower verbal ability
groups. Proportionately, nearly twice as many below average
students were marginal in their schools, when compared to
above average level students. In fact, 28 out of 100 below
average students were marginal, compared to 23 out of 100 aver-
age ability students and 15 out of 100 above average students.
Nevertheless, without dismissing the apparent forces
which influence below-average students to become marginal in
alternative schools, the percentage of marginal learners who
were above average in verbal ability also deserves a second
look. Many capable students who have developed the abilities
to succeed in school were identified as marginal to their
alternative school environments. In effect, one out of every
four marginal learners were above average students, compared
to one out of every three average students and two out of
five below average students.
®In fact, an analysis of variance estimate of the var-
iance in marginal status across different verbal ability
levels produced an F score of 5.439, which was estimated to
be significant at the .005 level of confidence. This implies
that the differences in the verbal ability levels of marginal
and non-marginal learners were not likely to be the result of
chance. However, since verbal ability data were available
for less than one-half of sampled students, it is difficult
to generalize from these findings or to compare them to the
demographic variable influences on marginal status.
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In sum, these findings relating verbal ability to
marginal status support the notion that students whose test
results showed below average verbal ability were more likely
to be disconnected from alternative schools. On one level,
it is plain that students with less ability will have a
harder time keeping up with group instructional methods aimed
above their abilities. Faced with this frustration, these
students would be likely to withdraw to the margins of the
group. However, a more complex relationship with school
environments is involved, as the existence of marginal learn-
ers with high verbal ability shows. Apparently, students
who are academically capable (as well as those who test lower)
disconnect from school environments for additional reasons
not necessarily related to their abilities. As the previous
analysis in Research Question #2 has demonstrated, the school
environment itself, as. well as the extra-school influences
on the student, all contributed to marginal status. Neverthe-
less, verbal ability appears to be one important component
related in complex ways to the difficulties of learners on
the margins. Alternative schools must develop better ways
to match their curriculum and instruction to the varied
ability levels and interests of students, before the problem
of learners on the margins will be diminished.
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Comparison of the Demographic and Academic
Characteristics of Marginal and All Learners— Summary
The results of the second approach to Research
Question #3, which compared selected demographic and academic
characteristics of marginal and all learners for the twenty-
nine schools where marginal students were surveyed, can be
summarized in the following manner.
First, twenty-two percent of sampled learners were
identified as marginal to the alternative learning environ-
ments. This relatively high percentage of disconnected
students raised the question of how well alternative schools
have served the needs of young people who were dissatisfied
with school. However, the number of students identified as
marginal varied in a significant way (p<.001) across sampled
schools. This suggests that alternative schools differed
in the extent of their marginal learner problems, and quali-
fies any generalizations that can be made about marginal
students in single schools or across alternative schools.
Second, three out of ten Black students were identified
as marginal students, as compared to two out of ten White
students and 1.6 out of ten students from Puerto Rican and
Other cultural backgrounds. In relative terms. Black students
were the most likely of all cultural groups to be marginal
to alternative school learning environments. This finding
suggests that alternative school environments (considered
together) have not yet developed effective ways to help many
Black adolescents learn.
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Third, trends in the social class data available for
sampled students indicated that lower class students were more
likely to be marginal in alternative schools. However, social
class information was not available for large numbers of stu-
dents, thirty percent of whom were marginal students. This
makes it difficult to confidently generalize about the social
class characteristics of marginal students.
Fourth, although more female students were in attendance
in alternative schools on survey administration days, the mar-
ginal learners were more likely to be male. Apparently, female
students have adapted better than males to the sampled alterna-
tive learning environments.
Fifth, marginal status was found to vary in a significant
way (p < .02) in relation to the gender of sampled students.
Further, the interaction effect of cultural background and so-
cial class was estimated as significant (p < .001), indicating
that the marginal status of students from different cultural
backgrounds varied with their social class levels. In this
interaction, the contribution of cultural background was the
more influential factor.
Sixth, marginal status was quite likely to be related
to the verbal ability levels of students. Proportionately,
nearly twice as many below-average students were marginal in
their schools, when compared to above average level students.
In sum, the cultural background, social class, gender and ver-
bal ability levels of students were likely to be related to
their identification as marginal learners in sampled alterna-
tive schools. These findings must be considered tentative,
particularly because information concerning
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the verbal ability and social class of many students was
not available. Nevertheless, the research findings from the
second approach to Research Question #3 suggest that propor-
tionately more Black students were likely to be marginal,
proportionately more poor students were likely to be marginal,
proportionately more males were likely be marginal and pro-
portionately more below average ability students were likely
to be marginal. If verified by further research, these ten-
tative findings raise doubts concerning the use of alterna-
tive '’magnet*' schools as an effective means of truly integrat-
ing public school systems.
Summary for Research Question ?t3
Two approaches were taken to the third research question
concerning selected demographic and academic characteristics
of marginal learners and of all learners in sampled alterna-
tive schools. First, the characteristics of all sampled
students were compared to the characteristics of all students
in twenty-nine schools where marginal learners were surveyed.
The first approach found that approximately seventy
percent of sampled alternative students were White, twenty
percent were Black and ten percent were Puerto Rican and
Other cultural backgrounds. Nearly thirty percent of sampled
students were ranked as upper-middle class, compared to nearly
fifty percent middle class students and ten percent from
lower class backgrounds. However, social class data were
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missing for large percentages of Black and Puerto Rican
students. Next, fifty-five percent of sampled student were
female, compared to forty-five percent males. Last, approxi-
mately equal percentages of above average, average and below
average verbal ability students were served in the sixteen
sampled schools where verbal ability data were available.
In sum, alternative school populations were found to mirror
national percentages of different cultural groups, but to
generally serve these students in segregated environments.
The social class levels of alternative school students were
interpreted as slightly higher than national averages for
cultural groups. Sampled alternative schools also apparently
served more female than male students, and approximately
equal percentages of students from various verbal ability
levels. The demographic and academic characteristics of
students in single schools and across individual alternative
schools were not reported.
The second approach to the research question found that
twenty-two percent of sampled students were identified as
marginal to their learning environments. Black students were
proportionately more likely to be marginal, as were lower
class students, males and below average verbal ability level
students. However, the number of marginal learners varied
in a significant way (p<.001) across sampled schools.
Also,
the marginal status of students from different
cultural back-
grounds differed depending on social class levels.
Further,
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the marginal status of learners varied in a significant way
(p<.001) depending on their gender. Last, below-average
verbal ability level students were nearly twice as likely to
be identified as marginal as were students of above average
verbal ability.
In sum, the selected demographic and academic character-
istics of marginal students were different in important ways
from those of other learners. These tentative results ident-
ify the type of students more likely to be marginal. They
target the social groups who, in general, were best and least
served by the alternative school movement (judging from the
present sample). Given the variety of schools, and the var-
iety of individual differences among members of various social
groups, it is difficult to confidently generalize from these
tentative data. However, the data suggest that the sampled
alternative schools seemed to work best for students with
the same social characteristics as those who tended to suc-
ceed in traditional high schools. This interpretation, if
V0i»ifi 0d by further research, implies that alternative school
environments have not resolved the persistent problem of
learners on the margins of a school. Instead, if learning
environments are to improve in the ways they connect with
all learners, the alternative school approach of creating a
separate institution with a new, relatively monolithic learn-
ing environment will have to be re-examined. The findings
of
the present study imply a different approach, in
which schools
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must learn to develop within single institutions
set of clearly defined learning conditions that
carefully matched and re-matched to the evolving
interests and characteristics of students.
a multiple
are
needs
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS,
AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
Chapter V summarizes the findings of this research,
and discusses their analytic and practical implications.
In addition, this concluding chapter identifies important
topics for further research that were generated by the
present study.
Summary
Briefly stated, this exploratory study examined the
perceptions of selected learners toward the educational
environments of designated alternative schools. The
differences in perceptions of the school environment between
learners on the margins of the school and other students
were also a major priority for the research. Further, the
demographic and academic characteristics of learners served
by alternative schools were considered. Learners on the
margins of school environments were defined as students
who confronted either a temporary or an ongoing mismatch
between dominant environmental conditions and their own
learning needs and conduct.
While the problem of disconnected learners is a
serious one common to many school environments, thirty-one
public alternative high schools in six Eastern states were
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selected as a sample for this study. These schools were
assumed to be serving many students dissatisfied to varying
degrees with their previous schools. As alternative schools,
these schools took seriously the goal of creating new and
different means to help adolescents learn. Thus, the
problem of marginal learners in public alternative schools
is an important one, because these educational environments,
separate from the established public school, have attempted
to change traditional learning conditions that could not
overcome lower achievement and higher dissatisfaction for
previously marginal learners. In sum, an incisive way to
explore promising features of alternative learning environ-
ments was to use the perceptions of both marginal and involved
students
.
Since there had been no previous research on the marginal
learner problem in the context of alternative schools, a survey
instrument designed to measure student perceptions of eleven
environmental variables likely to influence the transactional
relationship between learners and alternative schools had to
be constructed. For this reason, the Alternative School
Environment Survey (ASES)— a survey questionnaire consisting
of eighty-eight statements about the instruction, norms,
curriculum and culture of an alternative high school--was
developed. Finally, the data gathered by this instrument
were related to three major and eight complementary research
questions guiding the conduct of the study.
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QUESTION 1. What are the perceptions of all learners in
sampled alternative schools toward selected conditions which
are likely to influence their interactions with the learning
environment?
A. Do student perceptions toward selected environmental
variables differ across the sampled schools?
B. Which environmental conditions are characteristic of
schools scoring highest on each survey variable, and not
characteristic of schools scoring lowest on each variable?
C. Which environmental conditions are characteristic of schools
scoring lowest on each survey variable, and not character-
istic of schools scoring highest on each variable?
D. Which survey items produce the greatest agreement among
the views of all sampled students?
QUESTION 2. What are the differences between the perceptions
of marginal learners and the perceptions of other learners
toward selected variables of the educational environments of
sampled alternative schools?
A. Do the pooled perceptions of all marginal learners differ
from the pooled perceptions of all other learners toward
each environmental variable?
B. Do the perceptions of marginal learners toward each environ-
mental variable differ from the perceptions of other
learners across selected schools?
QUESTION 3. What differences exist between marginal learners
and other learners in sampled alternative schools along
selected
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demographic and academic variables?
A. What are selected demographic and academic characteris-
tics of learners attending sampled alternative schools?
B. Is the percentage of marginal learners who have particular
demographic or academic characteristics greater or less
than the percentage of sampled students with the same
characteristics?
The first major research question was concerned with
the perceptions of all surveyed students toward conditions
that influenced their involvement in sampled alternative
schools. Four approaches to this question, each related to
a specific research question, were followed. First, by using
the analysis of variance method and the deviation from the
sample means method, alternative schools were found to differ
in a statistically significant way (p<.001) along the eleven
selected environmental dimensions. Sampled alternative schools
were reported to vary the most along four environmental
dimensions— the school's ability to solve organizational
problems, to set clear limits, to establish effective communi-
cation processes, and to create academically challenging
curriculum. By contrast, alternative schools varied the
least in terms of three dimensions— the clarity of their
academic expectations, the degree of previous academic
deficiencies among students , and the amount of reported inter-
ference stemming from responsibilities and difficulties outside
of school. In sum, these findings were interpreted as clear
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evidence that sampled alternative schools differed in the edu-
cational environments created to help students learn.
Second, schools scoring highest on nine environmental
variables were characterized by specific environmental conditions
that were not present in schools scoring lowest on each variable.
These conditions described school features that encouraged involve-
ment in learning, and were evidence of similarity among effective
school environments.
Third, schools rated lowest on six environmental variables
were distinguished by specific environmental conditions that were
not characteristic of schools scoring highest on these variables.
These communalit ies described school conditions leading to low
variable press.
Fourth, ten specific conditions related to teacher-student
relationships, academic policies and the difficulty level of
alternative schools were perceived in a similar way by more than
ninety percent of all sampled students. These ten common denomin-
ators of alternative schools were further evidence of similarity
among sampled schools.
In sum, student perceptions of the educational environments
of alternative schools were examined in detail . Since the environ-
mental dimensions measured in this research were selected as
influences likely to affect the involvement of learners, alterna-
tive schools could be described in terms of perceived environmental
attributes that encouraged or discouraged learning. Thus, the
similarities and differences among student perceptions of sampled
alternative schools provided important background information
necessary for examining the perceptions of learners on the margins
of alternative schools.
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The next major research question focused on the
differences between the perceptions of marginal and other
learners in sampled alternative schools. Two approaches to
this question, each expressed in a specific research question,
were adopted.
First, the perceptions of all marginal and all other
sampled learners were compared. By using the analysis of
variance method, significant differences (p<.001) between
marginal and non-marginal perceptions were estimated along
nine of eleven environmental dimensions of alternative schools.
On eight of these nine dimensions, the perceptions of marginal
and non-marginal learners were consistently different, regard-
less of the cultural background, social class or gender of the
respondents. The largest perceptual differences occurred on
the Extra-School Priorities, Discrimination, Outreach, Clarity
and Problem-Solving dimensions of alternative educational
environments
.
In general, compared to other sampled students, marginal
learners perceived greater interference from responsibilities
and problems outside of school. Learners on the margins also
rated their schools as higher in discrimination. They perceived
that fewer special efforts were being made to help them learn.
Further, academic expectations and standards were usually less
clear to marginal learners. Next, when compared to other
learners, marginal learners often perceived more problems and
less problem-solving capacity in alternative school organizations
In addition, marginal learners frequently perceived a
greater
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handicap stemming from previous academic deficiencies. Next,
marginal learners perceived the communication processes in
their schools as less effective. Also, in general, marginal
learners reported that their peer reference groups did not
value attendance and achievement in school as much as the
peer groups of other learners did. Finally, by learners on
the margins of their classes, teachers were viewed as less
effective group leaders. These initial findings, although
tentative until verified by further research, show clearly
that sampled marginal learners perceived their school environ-
ments in a different way from other learners. Moreover, it
is likely that the environmental variables viewed differently
by marginal and other learners contributed in important ways
to the difficulties of learners on the margins.
In the second approach to Question Number 2, the
differences in the perceptions of marginal and non-marginal
learner groups across fifteen schools selected from the
original sample were examined. By using the grouped t-test
method, statistically significant differences between the
perceptions of marginal and non-marginal learners were
estimated across selected schools on five ASES variables
Outreach, Communication, Discrimination, Clarity and Extra-
School Priorities. The estimated significance level for
t-scores on these variables ranged from .02 to .001. In sum,
the findings across selected schools on these five variables
were consistent with the findings from the first approach
(which pooled the perceptions of all marginal and non-marginal
individuals into two large groups for comparison purposes).
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Environmental conditions that were perceived differently by
learners on the margins suggest potential problems in the
effectiveness of alternative schools. At the same time, these
indicated possible departure points for creating
learning environments that better connect with all learners.
As an additional part of the second approach to Question
Number 2, further analysis identified environmental variables
and survey items that most often showed the greatest difference
between the views of marginal and other learners across selected
schools. This analytic process examined in detail the environ-
mental conditions that possibly contributed most to the diffi-
culties of learners on the margins. In sum, two approaches to
the differences between the perceptions of marginal and non-
marginal learners indicated that alternative school environments
were responsible, in part, for the ongoing difficulties some
students experience as they engage or disengage with the hidden,
expressed and emerging conditions of the school.
The third major research question compared the social and
academic characteristics of all learners with those of marginal
learners. Again, two approaches, each expressed in a specific
research question, were followed:
First, the cultural background, social class, and gender
of 1,692 learners in all thrity-one sampled schools were considered
in order to establish the demographic parameters of the sample.
Students served by sampled alternative schools were seventy percent
White, twenty-two percent Black, and eight percent from Puerto
Rican and other cultural backgrounds. However, these students
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generally attended culturally segregated schools. In other
words, Black and Puerto Rican students usually attended Black
and Puerto Rican schools, while White students attended mostly
White schools.
Next, twenty-nine percent of sampled students were
classified as from upper-middle class backgrounds, compared
to forty-eight percent from middle-class and eleven percent
from lower-class backgrounds. Twelve percent of the students
did not report sufficient social class data to be accurately
classified. Further, more female students (55%) than male
students (45%) were surveyed. In general, the student popula-
tion of sampled alternative schools could be described as
culturally varied, with slightly higher than average social
class backgrounds, and with a slightly larger percentage of
female students.
In addition, data about verbal ability were collected
for 712 students from sixteen of the sampled schools. Approxi-
mately equal percentages of above average ability, average
ability and below average ability students attended these
schools. However, this finding was based on less than half
of the total sample, since verbal ability data were not available
in all sampled schools. In sum, these findings were intended to
be representative of the demographic and academic characteristics
of students being served by the alternative school movement in
the northern part of the East Coast.
The second approach to the third major research question
compared the social and academic characteristics of marginal and
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in the twenty-nine schools where marginal learners
were surveyed. The purpose for this analysis was to determine
whether the marginal status of sampled students was related to
their cultural background, social class, gender or verbal
ability level.
Twenty-two percent of the surveyed students in these
alternative schools were identified by teachers or by self-
selection as marginal to the learning environments. This was
judged to be a relatively high percentage of young people to be
seriously dissatisfied or in difficulty, especially in schools
designed in a major way to serve this type of student.
In proportion to their numbers. Black students were the
most likely of all cultural groups to be marginal to alternative
school environments. Although social class information was not
available for large numbers of students (thirty percent of whom
were marginal), lower class students were proportionally more
likely to be identified as marginal. In addition, marginal
students were proportionally more likely to be male and propor-
tionally more likely to be below average in verbal ability.
In sum, the cultural background, social class, gender
and verbal ability of students were likely to be related to
their marginal status. By using the analysis of variance method,
marginal status was estimated to vary in a statistically signifi-
cant manner (p<.02) according to the cultural background or
gender of a student. The interaction of cultural background and
social class was also judged to have a significant effect on
marginal status. In sum, these findings for the third major
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research question suggest that the same student groups who often
experience difficulty in traditional high schools (i.e., the
Black, the poor, the lower ability and the male students) were
also more likely to be identified as marginal in alternative
school environments.
Implications of the Research Findings
The findings of exploratory and initial investigations
like this one are tenuous and must be treated as such. Inquiry
into the educational environments of alternative schools is new,
and the ASES survey instrument contains only moderate reliability.
Nevertheless, a careful research plan was designed and implemented.
The data from this study suggest five broad implications for
further study of educational environments and, particularly, for
the problem of learners on the margins of alternative schools.
First, alternative schools are apparently characterized
by a complex series of differences and similarities among them-
selves. When alternative school environments were measured by
student perceptions of ASES variables, the sampled schools were
found to differ along all measured environmental dimensions.
These findings of differences among alternative schools are
important, for such differences caution researchers and policy
makers against applying uniform approaches to the spectrum of
alternative schools. Such diffsrences also imply that each
school deserves careful assessment on an individual basis.
However, environmental conditions common among the schools
scoring highest on nine environmental variable scales, as well as
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other environmental conditions that distinguished the lowest
scoring schools for six variable scales, testify to environmental
similarities among groups of alternative schools. Further, more
than ninety percent of all surveyed students agreed in their
perceptions of ten environmental conditions. These similarities
suggest a degree of predictability about certain aspects of
alternative school environment that permits cautious generali-
zations across groups of alternative schools.
Second, based on these findings of differences and
similarities, the ASES variables show promise as a useful
measurement of the environmental press existing in alternative
schools. However, the statistical evidence for the reliability
of the research instrument does not allow for unqualified
acceptance of each variable scale. Further, the limited range
of school scores on certain variables raises the question of
whether the schools were really similar or whether the survey
instrument was sensitive enough to discriminate between schools
on these variables. Careful clarification and redefinition of
variables and survey items are needed before the results of
this study as a whole, could be considered representative of
alternative school environments.
Third, the findings concerning the differences between
marginal and non-marginal learner perceptions of alternative
schools suggest that increased attention needs to be paid to
the influence of school environments on the conduct of individ-
uals. It will be recalled that the eleven ASES variables were
theoretically derived as influences which were most likely to
affect a learner's interactions with the alternative school
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environment. When marginal and other learners perceived certain
environmental dimensions in a significantly different way, the
environmental variables on which these groups differed could
be considered possible causes of the marginal behavior of
students. In short, learners responded to dimensions of a
school s environment based on their perceptions of these
environmental features. Thus, when importantly different
perceptions were discovered, some possible bases for different
behavior could be deduced.
In particular, marginal learners were likely to perceive
the Outreach, Problem-Solving, Communication, Discrimination
and Clarity dimensions of the school environment in a way that
differed from other learners. In short, compared to other
students, learners on the margins did not view their school as
being as responsive to their needs. This finding suggests that
more responsive schools might reduce the seriousness of the
marginal learner problem in their environments by working to
better understand and alter the environmental sources of important
differences between the perceptions of marginal and other learners.
In other words, to change the perceptions and behavior of marginal
individuals, many alternative schools could start by changing
the way their environments respond to learners. Specifically,
increased outreach efforts, more effective problem-solving systems,
improved communication, less discrimination and more clearly
defined academic expectations might help more students learn.
This approach is distinctly different from the frequently observed
approach to "problem people" in schools, who are themselves blamed
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for the problem and approached with disciplinary and motivational
measures designed to make them fit into the existing organization.
Instead, the results of the present study imply that existing
school environments, as an important source of the difficulties
of marginal learners, need to be re-examined and altered to
better connect with all students.
Fourth, the finding that marginal and non—marginal groups
often differed in their views of the Mis-Schooling and Extra-
School Priorities variables suggests that a more deep seated,
secondary form of deviation in schools has developed among many
marginal learners. In particular, the lower academic self-concept
of marginal learners, largely the resulting product of a long-
term accumulation of frustrating learning experiences in schools,
is clear from their generally higher Mis-Schooling scores.
Learning errors and deficiencies that have built up over many
years are not easily reversed by surface changes in a school
environment. Instead, a virtual redefinition of the learning
environments for some students appears necessary to systematically
confront the complex academic handicaps built into the learning
styles of these learners over years in unproductive and unre-
sponsive schools. It is not surprising that such individuals
developed strong priorities, talents and interests outside of
school, as their intelligence and creativity purposefully sought
forms of expression outside of the institutional system of
schooling. Yet, to develop the academic skills needed for full
participation in a competitive culture, marginal learners with
long histories of school difficulty require expert attention.
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In other words, to seriously confront the marginal learner
problem, different and comparatively longer academic treatments
may be necessary with many learners to undo some of the errors
created by former schools, and to guarantee eventual equality
of opportunity to learn and live.
The fifth implication of these research findings is that
the processes by which school environments select marginal
individuals and permit their marginal behavior to continue with-
out being altered or eliminated need to be defined and exposed.
Marginal status was quite likely to be related to the cultural
backbround, verbal ability and gender of a student—with Black
students, males and below average verbal ability students the
disproportionately likely recruits for the marginal positions
in an alternative school environment. When twenty-nine alternative
schools were considered together, it was also found that twenty-
two percent of the students were marginal to their alternative
school environments. When this substantial percentage of marginal
individuals is combined with the disproportionate social and
academic characteristics of these individuals, an issue of
possible institutional discrimination is raised for the total
alternative school population (although in no sense was this
issue proven or established by the tentative evidence). This
issue is an important and sensitive one that demands further
exploration, especially when alternative schools are touted as
part of the magnet school solution to segregated schools. Since
comparative information is not available about the characteristics
of marginal learners in more traditional high schools, it may be
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found that alternative schools are indeed less discriminative
in their selection of marginal learners than are the conventional
high schools. Nevertheless, it is not likely that any school
environment that does not consciously restructure itself to
assist learners on its margins will be able to meaningfully
confront the complex and systematic forces of economic and
political discrimination that affect outsider social groups in
learning environments.
In sum, the research findings from the present study raise
important questions and stress compelling issues about alternative
educational environments. In particular, the serious gaps between
the perceptions of marginal and other learners, as well as the
high percentages of learners still marginal to their alternative
school environments, indicate that alternative schools have not
yet resolved the persistant problem of learners on the margins.
A tentative implication to be drawn from these data is that no
single, monolithic school environment is appropriate for the
variety of learning needs and strengths presented by any student
group. In fact, alternative schools seemed to work best for
students with the same academic and demographic characteristics
as those who tended to succeed in traditional high schools. For
these reasons, the alternative school approach of creating a
separate institution with a different, but still relatively mono-
lithic learning environment needs to be re-examined as an effective
educational means for learners on the margins of schools.
Perhaps, another developing reform movement may overtake
and replace the waning impetus for creating new alternative schools
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This new movement will emphasize the need for a variety of
learning environments available to students both within and
outside the established school.^ For this multiple environment
school approach to be effective for marginal and other learners,
educators must improve in their ability to diagnose learning
needs and learning styles. Next, the influence of learning
environments upon different individuals must be better understood,
so that a variety of distinct learning conditions with clear aims
and appropriate resources can be created and intelligently matched
with evolving student needs.
The alternative school movement broke important new ground
by fostering and beginning to legitimize this need for new forms
of learning environment. However, since marginal behavior in
school is directly related to the existing curriculum and organi-
^For an introduction to the conceptual groundwork defining the
multiple environment school, the following works might be useful.
First, a re-definition of the meaning of curriculum, and of the
effects of school environment upon learning, can be found in
Robert L. Sinclair, "The Meaning of Curriculum", forthcoming in
the National Elementary School Principal ; and in Robert Sinclair
and David Sadker, Through the Eyes of Children (Boston: Bureau
of Curriculum Services and Institute for Instructional Services,
1973.) Next, for research on the matching of teaching styles to
the learning needs and learning characteristics of pupils, consult
David Hunt, Matching Models in Education (Toronto: Ontario Insti-
tute for studies in Education, 1971); Bruce Joyce, Alternative
Models of Elementary Education (Waltham, Mass.: The Blaisdell
Publishing Company, 1969); and Bruce Joyce and M. Weil, Models of
Teaching (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1972). Third,
the recent work of Benjamin Bloom and colleagues, notably
Benjamin Bloom, Human Characteristics and School Learning (New
York: McGraw-Hill, 1976) and J. H. Block, Mastery Learning:
Theory and Practice (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1971)
provides one carefully documented approach to creating multiple
learning environments whose goal is for all pupils to master the
defined learning tasks.
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zation of schooling (which is itself a product of complex social
and economic processes for creating and distributing social status
and power), educators must continue to analyze and challenge
existing forms of established and alternative schooling with the
same courage and dedication that motivated the alternative school
reformers. The instrument and research processes used in the
present exploratory study represent an initial attempt to analyze
student perceptions of environmental conditions directly influenc-
ing marginality and indirectly affecting achievement in secondary
alternative schools. However, conduct of the present study has
revealed the need for further investigation into the relationship
between learning environments and marginal learners.
Recommendations for Further Research
and Educational Practice
Four studies that would extend the meaning of this research
for educators are discussed in the remainder of this chapter.
Also, an action recommendation for the creation of a laboratory
school program developing experimental curriculum and multi-
environmental approaches to the learning needs of students will
be advanced.
The first proposed study would replicate and extend the
present study, while also improving the validity and reliability
of the research instrument. For these purposes the research design
used in the present study would have to be modified somewhat. It
is suggested that a much larger and more representative sample be
selected, including larger alternative school programs and more
schools with multicultural student groups. Further, enough schools
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from each location, size and program design type should be in-
cluded so that it would be possible to speak about the patterns
among institutions with more confidence.
Next, more rigorous psychometric methods should be employed
to increase the reliability and validity of the research instru-
ment. The eleven environmental variables employed in this study
are by no means complete or inclusive dimensions of school atmos-
phere. When this study is replicated in the future, it is hoped
that additional environmental variables will be identified and
measured, which will complement, contradict, combine, or expand
the dimensions used in the present study.
The ASES variables used in the present study do serve as
the basis for the development of an improved research instrument.
For example, correlational methods could be used to identify
specific survey items which best discriminated between the views
of marginal and non-marginal learners, as well as between the
views of total student groups in different schools. In addition,
a factor analysis could be conducted to investigate the relation-
ships among survey items, and new variable scales with increased
validity could be defined based on this analysis. Further,
measurements of student attendance and participation in school
could be gathered, to determine if the schools perceived as
highest and lowest on the ASES variable scales were more or less
effective at encouraging involvement in school. These data could
be used to estimate the construct validity of the survey variables
Other methods for estimating and improving the reliability and
validity of the research instrument were proposed in Chapter III.
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In sum, replication of the present study, with the pre-
viously described amendments, could confirm, deny, or expand
the findings of the present study. In particular, the repli-
cated study would improve the ASES instrument as a measure,
while providing substantially more information about the nature
of alternative school environments.
The next three proposed research or action studies suggest
different angles of approach to the problem of learners on the
margins of school environments. The first study of this group
would compare established and alternative high schools in terms
of the similarities and differences in their treatment of marginal
learners. First, the similarities and differences in the percep-
tions of marginal students from both groups of schools toward
variables common to school environments could be identified. At
this first level of analysis, several hypotheses could be tested;
for example, that marginal learners, when compared to other
learners in the same environment, viewed their schools as less
capable of solving organizational problems. A second possible
hypothesis might be that learners on the margins of both sets of
schools perceived a greater academic handicap deriving from previous
mis-schooling
,
when compared to other students. A third hypothesis
might be that marginal learners in both groups of schools, when
compared with other students, perceived their learning environments
as less responsive to their needs and learning styles.
Two additional levels of analysis could be introduced to
refine the comparison of the treatment of marginal learners in
established and alternative high schools. The second analytic
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level would focus on similarities and differences in the social
and academic characteristics of marginal learners. As in the
present study, the frequencies with which marginal and all learners
represented various social and academic backgrounds could be
compared. From this comparison, it could be estimated whether
marginal status was related to demographic and academic character-
istics of learners in similar ways in both alternative and tradi-
tional schools.
Finally, a third level of analysis could investigate simi-
larities and differences in the institutions' formal responses to
marginal learners. For example, disciplinary records of marginal
students in both environments could be reviewed, while the number
of attendance phone calls, student /teacher meetings, and teacher/
parent conferences could be recorded for each student. A study
bringing these three levels of analysis to bear on the comparison
of alternative and traditional school treatments of marginal
learners promises to provide a penetrating review of important
j
similarities and differences between alternative and traditional
high school environments.
I A second proposed approach to the marginal learner problem
I
would be a longitudional study beginning in the first grade of
I
I
elementary school. The purpose for the study would be to compare
! the perceptions of marginal and other students toward their home
i
I
and school environments, and to document the changes in these
1
perceptions and in school conditions over time. Comparisons of
{
j
student perceptions of home and school environments could also be
i
I
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made within each student group. In particular, similarities in
student perception of school and home (perhaps in terms of
relations with adults in both settings) could be explored.
Differences might also be expected to emerge, in group percep-
tions of the environmental responsiveness to individual needs,
of the environmental press for academic excellence, and of the
learning resources available in each environment. Again, the
^i^^®^6nces between the perceptions of marginal and other learners
would offer clues to the influence of home and school environments
on involvement in school.
In a study of this sort, various procedures for the collec-
tion of evidence about home and school environment could be developed
and used as supplements to student perceptions. For example,
observation methods and interview techniques would provide valuable
environmental and individual information. Further, parents and
teachers could both serve as additional data sources for identi-
fying marginal behaviors and for determining the nature of the
match between home and school environments. As data from these
sources accumulated, the early "careers” of marginal and other
students could be traced in relation to their own perceptions of
home and school environments. Evidence gathered in this manner
could be used to determine whether learners who were marginal to
school environments were also marginal in some related way to
their home environments. Also, considerable information relative
to the attitudes and perceptions connected with success and failure
in sampled school settings would emerge. This information would
have important implications for school research and practice.
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calls for the establishment of a laboratory school program whose
purpose would be to develop curriculum and environmental approaches
that are effective with all learners. The need for such an insti-
tution derives from the nature of the problem of learners on the
margins. First, the extensive evidence of the dropout literature
clearly establishes that serious marginal behavior is learned over
time as a result of an accumulating series of frustrating or
negative learning experiences. The resulting learning errors and
habits are usually reinforced by succeeding schools and classrooms.
Thus, to an extent, the behavior of learners on the margins is a
product of the school organization. In part, the relationship
between conventional (or alternative) learning environments and
marginal learners explains why schools are usually so ineffectual
at diagnosing and treating their marginal learners.
To adequately reach those who do not fit in, and at the same
time to improve the education of other learners, requires a
thorough rethinking and redefinition of the school environment.
Instead of confronting this sober realization, most attempts to
treat the behavior of problem learners actually preserve the
institutional forms that have alienated marginal learners in the
first place. Thus, an experimental school program with limited
scope, whose primary goal is to help all students achieve, is
necessary to avoid the typical pitfalls which await marginal
individuals in most schools.
A laboratory school program that was responsible for the
total English curriculum of a small junior high school, for example,
might be a manageable place to begin. In the following discussion.
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only an abbr6viat6d sample of the principles and recommended
practices that might emerge from an extended planning period
involving all English teachers will be presented.
In brief, such a program would focus on developing curri-
culum and multi-environmental approaches designed with individual
students and mixed groups of marginal and other students in mind.
For example, the curriculum planning effort would involve diagnosis
of the learning habits and deficiencies in skills and information
that had been allowed to develop by previous schools. Next, a
thorough definition of the prerequisites for learning tasks would
be necessary to insure that students would have the opportunity to
master preliminary skills and information before tackling junior
high level work. Further, the students' interests, as well as
their levels of awareness of their own academic needs, would have
to be identified and used, so that their motivation to learn could
2be increased.
The present research on marginal learners suggests that not
all pupils learn equally well under conditions of large group
instruction. Put another way, the instructional techniques and
personalities of different teachers make them more effective with
some students than with others. For this reason, a careful matching
of teaching styles and learning styles would be necessary, so that
a student would work in a variety of learning environments within
the laboratory school program, which were designed to promote
^These curriculum recommendations are similar to those proposed by
Benjamin Bloom and colleagues in their research on mastery learning
and achievement
.
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specific goals and learning activities. Naturally, the resources
necessary for learning would have to be identified and procured.^
To create a multiplicity of learning environments within a
laboratory program wing of a school
,
teacher leadership in curri-
culum development would have to be fostered. Particularly, teacher
consciousness of the ways in which they fostered and responded to
marginal student behavior would have to be increased. Teachers
and administrators in a responsive laboratory school program would
have to think carefully about the ways that they handled deviance
among their own staffs and students, as well. Since many of the
problems related to marginal learners occur on the level of the
j
hidden curriculum, participant observers connected with the
I
university or other organizations outside the school would have
i
to constantly provide feedback concerning instructional sessions.
The ASES instrument could also be used to gauge student perceptions
I
of the learning environment. In this way, ongoing records of the
I
I
dominant approaches tried with individuals and groups could be
I
I
kept for research and reference purposes
.
I This abbreviated list of curriculum and environmental features
i could be extended indefinitely. Its purpose was to suggest some
I
of the functions of a limited school program designed for marginal
I
j
and other learners. As Ivan Illich has pointed out, our calls for
' school improvement are bounded by the metaphors of the school, and
*In the beginning, a grant for such a program would probably be
necessary. If the laboratory school program were affiliated with
rLhool of education, additional resources in the form of graduate
students who worked for university credit and stipends could be
used.
I
I
I
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by the historical paradigms of teaching and learning within which
we operate. This sketch of a possible laboratory school program
designed for marginal and other learners does no more than outline
a series of familiar approaches that would derive their power from
their combination in a concentrated program containing within it-
self a multiplicity of possible environments where students could
learn. Together, these approaches describe a limited image, not
a panacea. Their goal is direct--to combine many approaches that
help marginal and other students master English skills. However,
the means necessary for its accomplishment are many and complex,
and still must be refined by careful planning, experimentation and
research
.
Alternative schools were only the most recent educational
movement pointing the way toward the creation of learning environ-
ments carefully suited to the learning goals and needs of the
diverse individuals who spend a large part of their formative
years in school. Educators need to better understand the influence
of learning environments upon young people before they can adequately
know how to create school environments that encourage learning.
Increased attention to learners who are temporarily or more perma-
nently disconnected from schools will increase knowledge of the
reasons why some pupils consistently underachieve or disrupt under
particular learning conditions. Identification of the reasons why
these pupils are marginal to a classroom or school will result in
decisions which better match all pupils with appropriate learning
environments. For, in an effective school program, the distinction
between marginal learners and other learners should diminish, not
326
because the problem pupils have been integrated into the existing
program or else segregated for special treatment, but because all
learners have been approached with the ongoing attention necessary
for creating and improving educational environments best suited
to evolving academic and personal needs. The present exploratory
study has been one attempt to conduct research that contributes
to the creation of a school system that effectively benefits all,
and not just some, of the young.
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APPENDIX A
DEFINITIONS FOR SELECTED ENVIRONMENTAL
DIMENSIONS OF ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS MEASURED
BY THE ALTERNATIVE SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT SURVEY
OUTREACH
This variable describes student perceptions of the
degree to which the school makes special efforts to involve a
pupil in learning. Outreach attempts in a school include:
1) affirmative actions to identify student needs;
2) the practice of seeking information useful in
altering existing learning conditions to
better respond to pupils;
3) the practice of noticing and determining
reasons for fluctuations in a pupil's
involvement with the school.
PROBLEM-SOLVING
This variable describes student perceptions of the
school's ability to resolve its own organizational problems,
particularly those which contribute to the school-related
problems of its individual members. To problem-solve , a
school must be effective at:
1) defining concerning situations as problems;
2) organizing to analyze the situation and to
propose alternative approaches to solve the
problem
;
3) choosing possible solutions, implementing
them and assessing their impact.
LIMITS
This variable considers student perceptions of the
clarity of the norms for acceptable personal conduct in a
school. Specifically, Limits includes.
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1) the clarity of unwritten rules and stated
policy guidelines for appropriate pupil
behavior
;
2) consistency among teachers and administrators
in the application and enforcement of rules
and guidelines.
COMMUNICATION
This variable describes student perceptions of the
degree to which the school provides pupils with information
necessary to full and satisfying involvement in school. An
effective school communication network includes:
1) well-planned communication structures which
directly reach the intended audience;
2) efforts to carefully identify and stress the
most necessary information;
3) multiple opportunities for receiving and
clarifying important information, aimed
especially to accomodate groups or
individuals who are likely to miss or need
the information the most.
DISCRIMINATION
This variable describes student perceptions of school
conditions where individuals or groups receive negative
treatment from people who respond unfavorably to a person's
social class, cultural background, gender or academic ability.
Discrimination may exist when:
1) school groups are closed to new members on
the basis of class, race or sex;
2) ability groupings, once set, make vertical or
lateral movement between levels difficult;
3) disproportionate numbers of one social group
cluster into a school program;
4) pupils who drop out or accumulate discipline
referrals are disproportionately from an
identifiable social group.
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CLARITY
This variable considers student perceptions of the
clarity of academic standards and expectations. In
particular, the Clarity variable assesses the general
information students possess concerning the new requirements
and procedures of the academic process in an alternative
school. Specifically, Clarity includes:
1) knowledge of procedures and criteria for
earning credit
;
2) knowledge of procedures for making and
changing class schedules;
3) knowledge of policies governing attendance.
DIFFICULTY
This variable considers student perceptions of the
difficulty of the academic content and process. Difficulty
can be further described as the match between the student's
skills and the level of challenge or press for excellence
inherent in the curriculum. Specifically, the Difficulty
variable includes:
1) the amount of reading, writing and homework
in classes
;
2) the appropriateness of the pace of the
classes
;
3) the amount of participation and attention
required in classes.
TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS
This variable considers the student perceptions of the
effectiveness of the instructional and group management
styles of their alternative school teachers. Specifically,
Teacher Effectiveness in the present study includes:
1) the group management abilities of teachers;
2) the personal/social counseling role of
teachers
;
3) the influence of the heavy work load on
teachers in alternative schools.
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MIS-SCHOOLING
This variable describes learner perceptions
current degree of learning handicap stemming from
schooling. Mis—Schooling considers:
of the
previous
1) the level of skill attainment of the pupil;
2) the sophistication or familiarity of the
pupils with the types of learning environments
in which they will be expected to function;
3) the gaps or deficiencies in a pupil's
information base;
4) the presence of negative learning and school
behavior habits and attitudes.
PEER INFLUENCE
This variable considers student perceptions of the
degree to which peer group pressures encourage positive
participation in learning at school. In particular, the peer
influence variable includes
:
1) peer expectations for regular attendance and
high achievement;
2) peer influence on disciplinary difficulties of
students
.
EXTRA-SCHOOL PRIORITIES
This variable considers student perceptions of the
impact of responsibilities, difficulties and interests outside
school which might conflict with and prevent full involvement
in school. In particular, Extra-School Priorities include;
1) pupil responsibilities at home or at work;
2) pupil relationships with parents;
3) pupil interests that cannot be adequately
pursued during school.
APPENDIX B
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Center for Curriculum Studies
429 Hills House North
The Center for Curriculum Studies plans to undertake a research project
involving thirty urban, suburban and rural alternative high school programs.
This research should help participating schools determine how their educational
environment is seen through the eyes of students. Also, the data will provide
a platform for decision-making about future curriculum directions. The purpose
of this letter is to invite your school to consider participating in this pro-
ject.
In alternative schools, as in almost every learning environment, some
learners are continually frustrated by the mismatch between dominant environ-
mental conditions and their own preferred ways of learning and behaving. Sin-
cere, thoughtful attempts are made to involve them in learning activities, but
these efforts consistently fail with some learners. Due to their "outsider"
status, these are usually the learners about whom the least is known.
The purpose of this research project is to examine how such marginal
learners perceive their school environments. In our work as teachers, direc-
tors or consultants to alternative school programs, we have found this informa-
tion to be the key to developing curriculum geared to the needs and learning
styles of those who existing programs do not engage. This winter, we plan to
administer a short questionnaire that will take about thirty minutes to all
students and staff participating in the program. Also, we will interview ap-
proximately three students from the group identified by your staff as marginal
to your environment.
In return for your school's participation as a research site, we will
provide to your school a profile of how your students perceive the efforts made
in your environment to involve them in meaningful learning. Included in this
profile of your environment will be a comparison of your program to other pro-
grams and a summary of the major findings of our study.
Please discuss this proposal with your staff and students, and return
the enclosed postcard in the near future. At that time, we will provide a copy
of the environmental survey and make specific plans to meet with your staff to
prepare for this research. In the meantime, any information you could send
that would bring us up to date on your program would be appreciated.
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Thank you for your consideration of this proposal. We look forvard to
your response and to the possibility of cooperating with you in the effort to
create effective learning environments that involve all learners.
Sincerely
,
Robert L. Sinclair, Director
Center for Curriculum Studies
Associate Professor of Curriculum
and Instruction
Ward J. Ghory, Director
Alternative School Research Project
Center for Curriculum Studies
nr
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Dr. Robert L, Sinclair
Kr. V.’ard J. Ghory
Center for Curriculum Studies
University of Tassachusetts
Amherst, I'assachusetts 01002
Tame of School City aind State
irumher of Students
School Phone
Student Population £ £ £
Urban Suburban Rural
^ % %
Black Spanish- White Asian Nat. Amer.
speak Inp"
We ?,re definitely Interested in participating’ in this project.
We are tentatively interested in participating in tnis project.
VJe are not interested in xhis project.
Name and Heme Phone
of Contact Person
•!
\
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Center for Curriculum Studies
November 18, 1976
Mr. George Foote, Coordinator
High School in the Community, Units 1 and 2
197 Dixwell Avenue
New Haven, Connecticut 06511
Dear Mr. Foote:
Many alternative schools have written expressing their interest in a research
project into the difficulties of students not fully connected with their learning
environments. Yet, we have not yet heard from your program concerning your interest
in participating in this research project. Enclosed please find an additional copy
of the letter sent to you last month inviting participation of your school in this
project. Possibly the letter did not reach your school. Decisions will be made
soon about which schools will be selected to participate in this research and we
would like to consider your school. This letter is a request for you to complete,
fold, and return the enclosed flyer by the end of this month. If this reminder
crossed your response in the mail, you will be hearing from us again shortly after
we receive your initial response. If special circumstances make complying with
this deadline difficult, do not hesitate to write or telephone us to explain the
problem (413-545-3642).
Also, many schools have found it helpful to discuss the research project in
more detail over the telephone before expressing strong interest in the project.
Please feel free to ask the questions you need to make a decision. In our coopera-
tion with participating schools, we are making every effort to tailor our research
to the unique nature of each environment so we can serve you in your important
work.
We look forward to hearing from you soon, and to the possibility of cooperating
with you to improve the ways in which alternative learning environments meet student
needs
.
Sincerely,
Robert L. Sinclair, Director
Center for Curriculum Studies
Ward J. Ghory, Director
/alternative School Learning Environment
Study
Enclosure
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Thank you for your expression of tentative interest in the Alternative
Learning Environment Study. Already, more than thirty alternative high schools
have been selected to participate in this research into student perceptions
of their learning environment.
We would like your school program to serve as an alternate data collection
site for this study. In other words, should our time and resources permit us
to visit more schools, we would like to contact your school before April 1 to
arrange a school visitation day by our research team.
Please decide if your school would be willing to participate on tliis
"waiting list" basis. Enclosed for your consideration is a summary of our
research plan. This summary, although brief, should provide you with Important
information concerning this research. Please feel free to contact us with any
further questions. After reviewing this document, let us know if we can count
on your involvement as an alternate research site.
We look forward to your reply and to the possibility of cooperating with
your program in the collection of information useful in the ongoing improvement
efforts of alternative schools.
Sincerely
,
Robert L. Sinclair, Director
Center for Curriculum Studies, and
Associate Professor of Curriculum and Instruction
Ward J. Ghory, Director
Alternative Learning Environment Study
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Thank you for informing us of your decision not to participate in The
Alternative Learning Environment Study. We appreciate and understand the
many important reasons schools have for deciding not to participate in research
projects at this time.
We are also pleased to inform you that more than thirty alternative schools
have agreed to contribute to this study. We are looking forward to visiting
these schools and to learning from their efforts.
Again, thank you for your consideration. Best wishes for continued success
in your important work.
Sincerely
,
Robert L. Sinclair, Director
Center for Curriculum Studies, and
Associate Professor of Curriculum and Instructioi
Ward J. Ghory, Director
Alternative Learning Environment Study
jOTn/m&nti^a
:hool of education
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Center for Curriculum Studies
December 6, 1976
Ms. Susan Rogers Strand
Satellite Academy High School
51 Chambers Street
New York, New York 1000?
Dear Ms. Strand:
We arc pleased to inform you that your school has been selected to
participate in the Alternative Learning Environments Study. Thank you
for your serious interest in learning more about how your students
perceive conditions in your learning environment which are likely to
influence their involvement in learning.
We propose to schedule a school visitation day by one or two members
of our staff during the week of We will telephone you
to confirm a date of your choice during this week, and to answer
further questions concerning the study. Our preference is for a
Wednesday or a Friday visitation date.
The proposed schedule for the selected day would be:
9 AM - 9:15 AM. Meeting with School Director and/or designated
Liaison Person (purpose: to make final
arrangements for data collection).
10 AM - 11 AM. Administration of Survey Questionnaire to all
Students.
We request that all teachers be present at the outset of survey
administration, so that they can take a few minutes to provide us with
some supplementary Information, After approximately ten minutes, teachers
are free to leave and use the rest of the hour to relax or pursue their
own work. We request that teachers plan to return five minutes before
the end of the survey administration hour.
Also, a member of our staff, with your approval, will record verbal
ability test score percentiles of students from school files. The purpose
for collecting this information is to allow us to estimate whether
verbal ability scores are related to student perceptions.
This will conclude the data collection process at your school.
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In approximately six to eight weeks after the survey administration
date, we will provide a profile of student perceptions of conditions
in your school likely to influence their interaction with your
environment. This profile will highlight the differences in perceptions
between learners marelnal to the environment and other learners in your
school. In addition, information comparing your school to other sampled
schools will be provided. This Information will help identify conditions
in vour school which promote, as well as hinder, full and satisfying
involvement in learning.
To prepare for this visitation day, we would appreciate your help in
making sure the following steps are taken at your school,
1) Please schedule a room or space appropriate for the administration
of a survey to all students in your school. If it is impossible
to schedule such a room, the survey can be administered to
smaller groups of students scheduled at 1 hour and thirty minute
intervals. In addition, the survey caji be administered orally,
perhaps in the afternoon, to students who have reading difficulties.
2) Please provide us upon arrival with an up-to-date roster of all
students currently enrolled in your program.
Again, thank you for the opportunity to cooperate with your school in
generating information related to the important difficulties of students
who are disconnected from learning environments. We will telephone you
in the near future to schedule a mutually agreable survey administration
date.
Finally, to provide an overview of the research plan, attached for your
information is an outline of the research proposal.
Sincerely,
Ward J. Ghory, Director
Alternative Learning Environments Study
Robert L. Sinclair, Director
Center for Curriculum Studies, and
Associate Professor of Curriculum and Instnctlon
The Alternative Learning Environments 3tudy
Center for Curriculum Studies
University of Massachusetts School of Education
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SUMMARY STATEMENT CF PROBLEM ;
In alternative school environments, as in almost every learning
environment, some learners are disconnected from full, satisfying involvement
with school-related processes. Whether found in the back of ^he classroom
or in the back of a car far from school; whether brooding in a comer by a
window or bristling with resentment when invited to join a learning ^^-roun;
whether bored and stonily silent in discussions or hvper-active and
attention-seeking along lines contrary to group goals* such learners are
often viewed bv other learners and by teachers as people marginal to the
learning environment. Sincere, thoughtful attempts are som.etimes made to
involve them in learning activities, but these efforts continually fail
with some learners. Due to their "outsider" status, these are usually
the learners about whom the least is known.
PURPOSE OF THE S'T^UDY
The purpose of the present study is to examine the perceptions of
"marginal learners" in sampled alternative schools toward selected conditions
which are likely to influence their interactions with the learning environment.
RESEARCH O.USSTICNS Three research questions will guide the conduct of the study.
1, What are the perceptions of learners in sampled alternative schools
toward selected conditions which are likely to influence their
interactions with the learning environment?
2, What are the differences between the perceptions of marginal
learners
and the perceptions of other learners toward selected conditions
of the educational environments of sampled alternative schools?
3, What differences exist between marginal learners
and other learners
in sampled alternative schools along selected demographic and
academic variables?
VARIABLES MEASURED IN THE ALTEHNATIVE SCHOOL ENVIRONMENTS SURVEY
Eleven variables likely to influence a learner's interactions withalternative school environments have been identified throuffh a review ofthe literature and through practical experience with alternative school
environments. Each variable is named and briefly defined. Three sampleitems which describe the variable (taken from the Alternative SchoolEnvironments Survey) are also included.
Variable
Descriptor Variable Definition Sample Items
1
1 "OUTREACH"
i
%
1
1
1
i
t
1
1
This variable determines the
learner's perception of the
degree to which the school
makes special efforts to
involve him/her in learning.
a. If I am having trouble with a
certain type of school work, my
teachers will usually try a different
approach to the same material.
b. There are so many things going on
at this school that anyone can find
something he or she likes to
participate in.
c. If I'm feeling down about somethings
one of my teachers is likely to notice
and try to talk to me about it.
i "PROBLEM-
! SOLVING"
i
1
1
This variable determines the
learner's perceptions of the
school's ability to resolve
its own problems as an
organization, as well as the
school-related problems of its
individual members.
a. Ever since the new students cam.e,
the school hasn't been able to work
the way it used to.
b. When I talk to my advisor about
school problems I am having, my
advisor really works for me and with
me until things improve.
1
I
1
1
c, I used to be more concerned about
this school and its uroblems: lately
I've lost some of the hope for
improvement that I once had.
\
"LIMITS"
1
This variable determines the
learner’s perception of the
way limits for acceptable
personal conduct are determined,
defined and enforced.
a. The system is flexible enough here
that if one teacher tells you to ston
doing something, you can appeal to a
different teacher for permission to do
the same thing.
b. When we have a class out in the
community, everyone knows in general
how to handle themselves so we don’t
have problems with the people we're wi
c. Discipline tends to be a little
loose at this school.
Variable
Descript or
I
i "COMMUNICATION"
|"DISCRIMINATION"
'
"CLARITY"
: "DIFFICULTY"
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Variable Definition Sample Items
This variable determines the
learner's perception of the
effectiveness of school
structures and processes
designed to provide Information
necessary to full Involvement
and satisfaction at school.
This variable determines
the learner's perception of
whether certain student sub-
groups or Individuals receive
differential treatment from
teachers and other students
in these environments.
This variable determines the
learner's perception of the
clarity of academic
expectations and standards.
This variable determines the
learner's perception of the
difficulty of the academic
content and process.
a. Sometimes I miss an announcement
because there are so many posters and
announcements hanging around the office
and halls,
b. Orientation was such an inforr^tlve
experience that I wish we had that
kind of program more often during the
year.
c. Meetings can get pretty confusing
here; only the staff and a few students
seem to really know what's happening.
a, Sometimes the concerns of people
in my group of friends do not get
acted on in the same way ether
students’ concerns are.
b, A female student can take any class,
do any project, or s^et chosen for any
responsibility in this school,
c, A small group of students and staff
really run this school,
a. When I was new it took a lone time
to get the hang of how classes,
schedules and credit worked.
b. Before the end of the marking period,
I have enough information to be able to
tell exactly how much credit I'm
earning and how well I'm doing in my
classes and projects,
c. Sometimes it's hard to do my
homework because I don’t understand
the assignment,
a. Rarely have I had to redo an
assignment because the quality of my
work could be improved,
b. I'm learning more at this school
because the subject matter is more
real and interesting.
c. In some classes we discuss a lot, but
don't learn anything definite by the end
of the period.
Variable
i —— I I ^
i Descrl ptor
I
^TEACHER ROLE"
MIS-SCHOOLING"
[PEER INFLUENCE"
I
.EXTRA-SCHOOL
CONFLICTS"
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This variable determines
the learner's perception of
the effectiveness of the more
informal, less authoritarian
style of a typical alternative
school teacher.
This variable determines
the learner's perception of
the influence of previous
school achievement or
disciplinary trouble on
current involvement in
school.
a, I can count on at least one
teacher as a friend,
b, I think teachers have to work too
hard here; their work load really
does affect how they relate to me
sometimes,
c, I have a bad relationship with at
least one teacher at this school, so
I try to avoid that teacher whenever
possible,
a, I wish I had learned more from
school before I cane here: I could
certainly use those skills and
information now.
b, I'm going to more classes, doinff
more school work, and learning more
than I ever did before,
c, Lessons I learned about how to get
by in my previous school still apply
in this school.
This variable determines a. Sometimes there's a difference
the learner's perception of • between what the school says we should
how peer group pressures do and what my friends and I really
Influence his/her involvement want to do,
with ochool, friends would respect me if I
decided to go to a class that they
had decided to cut.
c. In some ways I'm a loner; I don’t
usually want to do the same thing the
group is doing, so I go my own way.
a. Because I work, I sometimes lack
the time and energy to get my school
__
work done,
responsibilities and difficulties often work at home--like shopping
on Involvement in school, cooking, cleaning or baby sitting
—
Interferes with my school work.
c. Sometimes I have personal business
to take care of, and I drop everything,
including school work, until things
work out.
This variable determines the
learner's perception of the
influence of extra-school
DESIGN OF THE STUDY
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The design of the study will be outlined in four parts: the sample-instpimentation: identification of "learners marginal to the environment'
and treatment of the data.
The Sample : A sample of approximately thirty urban, suburban and
rural public alternative high schools in the Eastern region of the United
States will be selected to participate in the study. The intention Is to
select alternative schools representing diverse student populations,
diverse demographic circumstances, and diverse educational' philosophies
.
Thus, the school settings for the study will provide variations in the
numbers of students in each school, social and cultural characteristics
of students, age and success of school programs and educational philosophies.
Instrumentation ; All students present in the selected alternative
'schools will be administered the Alternative School Environment Survey (aSES).
The ASES is a survey of selected conditions likely to influence a learner's
Interactions with alternative school environments. Ten survey statements are
associated with each variable. Some survey statements describe asrects of the
variable which promote involvement with alternative learning environments,
while other statements describe aspects of the variable which suggest
difficulties surrounding involvement in learning.
Survey statements and ASES variables will be screened for clarity,
readability and appropriateness in measuring school environment by review
panels of educators, alternative school staff and students. Students will
respond to each statement by Indicating that the statement is; True-
Sometimes True; Seldom Trie; and False. The administration and completion
of the ASES takes about 45 minutes. Through learner perceptions of conditions
likely to influence their interaction with the school, the importance of each
variable in- a learning environment can be determined.
Validity of the ASES instrument will be estimated based on the history
of the development of the instrument, and on a review of earlier studies
employing similar instruments. Reliability will be determined by a process
used by Sinclair (19^8) and Pace (l969)*t
Identification of "Learners Marginal to the Environment"-.
The term "learners marginal to the environment" simply refers to students
who are disconnected from full and satisfying involvement with the alternative
learning environment. To identify these individuals, we will ask students to
respond on the survey answer sheet to several questions concerning; their
attendance in classes and learning projects; their satisfaction with their own
involvement in school; their relations with teachers and with students- their
participation in counseling and decision-making structures at school. In this
way, learners essentially Identify themselves as "marginal to the environment
or not.
Pace, C,, College and University Environment Scale ; Technical Manual. 2nd ed.,
' Princeton, N.J,; Educational Testing Service, 19^9#
Sinclair. R,. Elementary School Educational Environment; Measurement of
Sel_ected
Variables of Educat ional Press, unpublished Ed,D. dissertation,
UCLaT 1968“
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In addition, teachers will be asked to note which of their students
they consider marginal to the environment. If either the student orhis/her teacher identifies an individual as "marginal to the environment",
this individual will be placed in the student group considered marginal
to this environment.
It is important to point out that individuals identified as
"marginal to the environment" will not be singled out in any way for special
treatment duriner the process of the research, nor will individuals be
identified by name. The focus of this study is on the influence of
,
environmental conditions likely to Influence student involvement with school.
I It is beyond the scope of this research to analyze the difficulties of specific
learners
.
Treatment of Data ;
A profile of each school will be made based on student perceptions
of their involvement with the school. Each school will then be compared to
other schools alons the variables. Finally, a composite picture suggestive
of conditions in all sampled alternative schools will be drawn.
For purposes of the research project, each school will be treated
anonymously. However, a profile of learner perceptions in each school
toward all variables, as well as a comparison of the single school to
all schools, will be provided directly to the director of the school
and to the appropriate superintendant for their consideration. Thus,
participating schools will receive information gathered from their students
concerning conditions likely to influence learner involvement with their
learning environments.
SIGNIFICANCE CF THE STUDY
1
^
In a practical way, this study develops tools for schools to use to learn
j
more about the learning environments they have created. By asking the
students of alternative schools how they perceive their involvement with
alternative learning environments, educators can determine which aspects
I
of their environments help students connect with school-related processes,
' and which aspects prevent students from enjoying full satisfaction and
I involvement in school, Fiarther, such information can be useful in the
assessment and evaluation of specific school programs. Finally, this
!
study provides information about the nature of public alternative high schools.
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' Thank you for making my visit to your school meaningful and productive. It was
a pleasure meeting you and the teachers. I am looking forward to summarizing
I and analyzing the perceptions of your students.
If the computers cooperate, you can expect to receive the results in approxima-
,
tely eight weeks. We believe that schools who assist in research projects deserve
: the earliest possible return of information in a form that is most useful to them.
Finally, the Center for Curriculum Studies anticipates preparing a research report
i
based on the perceptions of alternative school students in five Eastern states. Of
. course, as participants in this research, your school will receive a complimentary
I copy of this report. Your comments and suggestions concerning the form and con-
tent of this report will be most useful. Please let us know about your interest
I
in this report.
Again, thank you for the opportunity to learn more about your program. Please
> contact us if your travels bring you to Amherst.
Ward J. Ghory, Director
Alternative Learning Environment Study
Robert L. Sinclair
Center for Curriculum Studies
APPENDIX C
THE PILOT RESEARCH INSTRUMENT
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THE ALTERNATIVE SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT SURVEY
Park City Alternative School
Bridgeport, Connecticut
Your Name
Student Number
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INSTRUCTIONS TO STUDENTS
We are interested in yo’ir ideas about your school. As students,
you are the people who know best what school is really like. We are
asking you to tell us what you think about your school.
Please understand that this is not a test, and there are no
ri^ht or wron^ answers.
First, please answer a few questions about yourself and your
family. Simply underline or fill in the answer which 'nest describes you.
A. My sex is: MALE FEMALE
B. I am: BLACK WHITE
NATIVE AMERICAN
SPANISH-SPEAKING
OTHER
ASIAN
C. I attend my classes.
l) Attend Almost
Every Class
2) Attend More Than
Half the Time
3) Attend Less Than Seldom
Half the Time Attend
D. Overall, I am happy at this school.
1) Almost Always 2> Happy More Than 3)
Happy Less Than 4) Seldom
Happy Half the Time Half the
Time happy
I have many friends at this school.
1) Very Many 2) Many Friends 3) Some Friends 4)
Very Few
TT-A FriendsFriends
375
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F. I get along well with teachers at this school.
1) With Most 2) With More Than
Teachers Half of the
Teachers
3) With Less Than
Half of the
Teachers
With Very
Few
Teachers
G. I attend school meetings.
l) Attend Almost 2) Attend More
Every Meeting Than Half of
the Time
3) Attend Less U) Seldom
Than Half of Attend
the Time
H. If you have a father or male guardian who works:
What is the name of the place where he works?
Please describe the kind of work he does.
I. If you have a mother or female guardian who works:
What is the name of the place where she works?
Please describe the kind of work she does.
Thank you for your help. Please wait for directions
before moving on to the other questions.
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INSTRUCTIONS TO STUDENTS
As students, you are the people who know best what school Is
really like. We are asking you to tell us what you think about
your school.
Please remember that this Is not a test, and there are no right
or wrong answers. We simply want your honest Ideas about your school,
HOW TO MARK THE SENTENCES
There are 88 sentences about students in alternative schools in
this booklet. Please read each sentence and decide if it is MOSTLY TRUE
or MOSTLY FAISE. A sentence is Mostly True if it tells the way things
usually are in your school, or the way you usually act or feel,
A sentence is Mostly False if it is not the way things usually happen
in your school, or does not tell the way you usually act or feel.
To mark a sentence MOSTLY TRUE, find the sentence number on your
answer sheet and blacken the box beneath the number 1. To mark a
sentence MOSTLY FALSE, find the sentence number on your answer sheet
and blacken the box beneath the number 2.
Remember, you only blacken in Box 1 or Box 2 for a question:
Box 1 means the sentence is MOSTLY TRUEi Box 2 means the sentence
is MOSTLY FALSE. Never blacken in Box 3, Box 4, or Box 5.
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Sample Sentence Let us work the first sentence as an example.
First, find the number 1 on your answer sheet. It will look like this.
1 2 3 4 5
r
’
'
1
'
'
:
1
! : : : : !
M
:
i 1 i
.
,
Now read to yourself sentence 1 on the next page. Blacken In
Box 1 If Sentence 1 Is Mostly True. Blacken In Box 2 If Sentence 1
Is Mostly False. Be sure to mark your answer on the answer sheet.
Now you are ready to mark each of the sentences. Take your
time and mark only one answer for each sentence. Make sure all
sentences are marked on the answer sheet. Please do not mark in
this booklet.
Thank you for your help.
Please turn the page and continue until
you finish answering all the sentences.
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Box 1 = Mostly True Box 2 » Mostly False 3
1. The teachers who work with me most do not really help me with
my school problems.
2. I know exactly what I have to do to get credit for my work.
3. I have to pay careful attention to keep up in my classes.
4. I can help decide about school rules.
5. If I'm feeling down about something, one of my teachers is likely
to notice.
6
.
My teachers get along well with students in their classes.
7. I'm not sure if it Is really OK to miss a class.
B. The teachers seem to dislike students like me.
9.
When someone misses a lot of classes, the teachers can’t seem
to do much about It.
10. Some teachers don’t try to make this a really good school.
11. Large meetings get pretty confusing here.
12. I’m still not sure how to change my class schedule.
13 . My friends want me to do well in school.
14. At this school, we have meetings which actually solve
school problems.
15 . Because of other things I do, I do not have
the time and energy
to get my school work done.
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^ “ Mostly True Box 2 * Mostly False 4
16, Many things outside school interfere with my school work,
17. Teachers don’t seem to agree about the rules at this school.
IS. Many of the homework assignments are too hard for me.
19. I can find oyt exactly how well I am doing in my classes.
20. Teachers at this school make special efforts to help me laam.
21. I think teachers have to work too hard at this school,
22. I seem to have trouble getting along in any school.
23. My teachers don’t help me because they have too much to do.
2^, There are clear ways for getting questions answered at this school,
25. Nothing serious happens to me if I cut a class.
26. The school I went to before helped me learn even when I didn't want to,
27. I tell a teacher when I think something is wrong in school.
2B. If I did not go to a meeting for all the students, I would miss a lot.
29. I think discipline is too loose at this school,
30, The teachers who are friendly with me outside class don't help
me
learn in class.
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Box 1 = Mostly True Box 2 - Mostly False 5
31 . My teachers sometimes let their classes get too relaxed.
32 . I go to school even when I have something Important outside school to do.
33. At this school, we have specific rules we have to obey.
3^. My teachers do not pay attention when I need help learning.
35. I might do better in school if I went around with a different group.
36 . I get along well in school with students who are a different color
than I an.
37. I picked up some bad habits at my old school which are hard to change now.
3^, Overall, my classes are easy,
39. I like having teachers who are like a friend to me.
40. I have less homework at this school than I did at my other school.
41. I don’t like it when a teacher questions me about my personal problems.
42. What I learn in school helps me solve problems outside of school.
43. Teachers at this school are not as fair to students as teachers
were
at my other school,
44. I think this school is good at solving its own problems.
45 . I never liked school much, and still don t.
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Box 1 - Mostly True Box 2 - Mostly False 6
^ listen better when I'm In a class with a teacher who is friendly,
^7. I know what I'm supposed to do when I'm not in class.
If I make mistakes in class, people laugh at me.
49. The jobs I have to do around my house do not interfere with my
school work.
50. There are not many classes I like at this school.
51. My friends think it’s good if I go to my classes.
52. Very few students try to solve the problems in our school.
53. I have skipped a class to go somewhere with my friends.
54. I have been hassled at school by students who are a different color
than I am.
55. I can read and write well enough to get along in this school.
56. I can get by without having to say much in classes here.
57. My teachers can handle their students in meetings or classes.
58. There's a difference between what the school says we should do and
what my friends and I really want to do.
59. In some classes, I don't know what I am supposed to do
for homework.
60. My other schools did not teach me how to work by myself.
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Box 1 - Mostly True Box 2 - Mostly False 7
61 , After my first week in this school, I understood how the school worked.
62
,
This school is so confusing it is hard to find out what is going on,
63, No one lets me know when the room or time changes for my classes.
64
, During school, I often lose Interest because I am thinking about
my other problems,
65, In my classes, other students get more attention and help than I do.
66
,
I would do better in school if I didn't have so many problems
with my family,
67, My teachers make me work hard,
68
,
The things I learned at my other school help me learn at this school.
69, I get the information I need from meetings with my teachers.
70, We have a lot of reading and writing in my classes.
71 , My teachers try to find out what I want to learn.
72, When a new term begins, it does not take long to find
out when and
where my classes meet.
73, Teachers here are strict but friendly.
74, When I was a new student, it took a long
time to learn how to make
a schedule and get credit at this school,
75, My teachers do not ask for suggestions
about how to Improve their classes
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Box 1 =* Mostly True Box 2 - Mostly False 8
76. We have solved most of the problems In this school.
77. I understand the grading system in this school,
7P. I think this school allows female students to do everything
the male students can do.
79. My parents want this school to tell them more about my school work.
80, At this school, I can have a lot of fun hanging out with my friends.
fll
.
My teachers talk to me after class when I don't understand the school work.
82. My family helps to make sure my school work gets done.
83 . I learned enough math at my other schools to keep up with math classes here.
84. At this school, I get treated with respect.
85 . I get Into trouble at school when I do what my friends want to do.
86
.
My friends help me solve problems I am having with teachers.
87. My classes don’t move fast enough for me.
88
.
I do my homework and study with my friends.
Thank you again for your help. Please work
quietly at your place until the others are through.
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Introduce yourself, if necessary, and explain the purpose of this survey.
a) The purpose of the survey is to collect information that will help
improve alternative schools. It is not a test, and what students say
on the survey will not he connected to them by name, nor traced hack
to them in any way.
h) However, there must be quiet throughout the period so we can complete
the survey quickly.
Make sure every student has a survey, an answer sheet, a pencil, and a
short form with the school's name on the cover.
a) The survey must he answered in pencil. Loan #2 pencils to those who
need them: mention that you will collect these oencils when they are
through with the survey.
Make sure every staff member and teacher in the room (including yourself)
has a self-explanatory teacher form (one page which reads To Alternative
School Staff on top). Ask teachers to complete it and return it to you
before they leave.
Ask all students to take out the short form with their school's name on it,
and to write their name only on the outside of the short form
.
(This is so
they can be given a student number and referred to by the number in the research.)
Next, ask students to open the short form and read the directions silently
as you read them aloud. They can then answer the questions.
a) When students finish, they should wait quietly for further instructions.
b) (If someone asks, the reason to collect this information is so we can
compare how boys see their school, how blacks see their school, how
happy students see the school, etc. Emphasize, if asked, that their
answers will not be traced to their names.)
Now, tell students to set the short form on the corner of their desks, and
to take the answer sheet out of the survey.
a) Have students check that the student number is the same on both the
short form and the answer sheet,
b) Tell students not to fill in any other information on the top or side
of the answer sheet.
Open the survey and ask the students to read the directions silently while
you read them aloud.
a) The sample sentence (page 2) is really the first sentence on the survey
(page 3).
b) Make sure students understand how to answer the sentences by asking
for
any questions or doubts.
c) Also, make sure they see where sentence 6 and sentence
11 would be
answered on the answer sheet
.
d) Before beginning, tell students that when they finish, they
should place
their answer sheets inside the survey and work quietly at their
desks
until everyone is finished. They should not hand in
their papers early.
e) Now, students can begin.
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page 2
P) You should walk around and collect the short form from students.
a) Make sure their name is on the outside.
b) Glance through quickly to make sure they have answered every question.
Don’t be nosy,
c) Check to be sure they know how to respond on the red answer sheet.
9)
Check for students who are obviously having difficulty and help them.
Help anybody with reading the survey. Maintain quiet in the room,
10) Collect the teacher form from the teachers,
11) When you are ready to begin collecting the surveys, thank the students
for their cooperation.
a) Ask students to put the answer sheet on top of the survey booklet,
b) You should personally collect answer sheets and surveys, making sure
with a glance that students have filled in the answer sheet correctly.
c) Be sure to collect the pencils.
Thank you for your careful attention to these details.
APPENDIX E
ASES VARIABLE SCORES
388
ASES
VARIABLE
SCORES
P
u
I
P>H
05
<
PU
PO
I—
(
Eh
<
Z
z
o
I—
I
<
CJ
HH
zp
o
CJ
CO
Eh
00 00
p
(M
CM
O
z
HH
>P0
CO
1
s
H
P
s
05
P
P
CJ
<
wp
Eh
P
o
p
o
CO
p CO
P P
p
p
(N
P P
P
P
P
P
P
P P
P
P
P
P
CO
p
p
p
p
p
p
p
p
p p
p
P o
p p
p
p CO
p p
p p
p p
p
p
p
p CO
p p
p
p p
CO CO
p
^ip
r-H !rH Ir—
I
PlrH
P P
P
1
rH P
P
P P P
P P
P
OIP
p
rH [rH
i
Pi^ji
p
p
p
p
p
p
p
p
p
rH IrH
P P
CO
p
p CO
p
p
p
p
p
p
p
p p
p p
p
p p p
P|0
p p
p
p
p p p
p p
^ pp p
p
p
p
p CO
o
p p p
p
p p p
p
389
I390
APPENDIX F
VARIABLE SCORE DEVIATIONS FROM
AND STANDARD SCORE EQUIVALENTS FOR
SAMPLE MEANS
VARIABLE SCORES
391
APPENDIX F
VARIABLE SCORE DEVIATIONS FROM
SAMPLE MEANS AND STANDARD SCORE
EQUIVALENTS FOR VARIABLE SCORES
Variable Score Deviations from Sample Means
S Outr PS Lim Com Discr Clar Diff TE Mis-S PI ESP
01 0rH 1.35 1.32 2.58 -.58 TssT -.87 -.84 .74 2.35 .16
02 - 1.94 -2.65 -1.68 -1.42 1.42 -. 42I -.87 1.16 .74 -2.65 1.16
Oil .061 3.35 -.68 2.58 -.58 . 58| - 1.87 .16 -.26 -2.65 -.84
04 .06 2.35 3.32 .58 -.58 .58 -.87 -.84 - 1.26 1.35 -1.84
051 - 1 . 941 -1.65 2.32 .581 -.58 -.42 -.87 -.84 .74 -1.65 -.841
06 1 . 06
!
1.35 .32 .58 1 . 42 ! .58 1.13 .16 .74 1.35 -.84
07 .06 -.65 .32 -.42 -. 58
|
-.42 -4.87 -.84 .74 .35 .16
08 -3.94 -4.651 - 1 . 68i -.42 .42 -1.42 -2.87 -2.84 -2.26 - 1.65 2.16
09 .06 Ts?! -.68 ,58 .421 .58 - 1.87 -.84 -3.26 -1.65 1.16
IO4 -.94 2 . 35 ! 1.32 -.42 2.42 - 1.42 -.87 -1.84 -.26 -.65 -1.84
11 .06 -1.65 -. 68i -.42 -.581 .58 - 2.87 .16 - 1.26 .35 .16
12 1.06 1.35 . 32
!
2 . 58 ' -.58 .58 .13 .16 ‘2.26 2.35 .16
13 -.94 1.35 -.68 -.42 1.42 .58 .13 .16 .74 1.35 -1.84
114 .06 -1.65 -1.68 -1.42 -.58 -1.42 -3.87 -.84 .74 -2.65 2.16
IlS 1.06 3.35 .32 1.58 -.58 .58 2.13 .16 1.74 1.35 -.84
16 1.06 3.35 .32 1.58 .42 .58 .13 -.84 2.74 -.65 .16
117 1.06 1.35 1.32 1.58 -.58 .58 -.84 -1.26 1.35 1.35 2.16
18 .06 -.65 -.68 .58 -.58 -.42 -.87 -.84 1.74 .35 .16
19 1.06 2.35 -.68 -.42 -.58 .58 .13 .16 -.26 1.35 -.84
20 1.06 -3.65 -1.68 -2.42 -.58 .58 1.13 2.16 -.26 .35 .16
21 .06 -.65 1.32 .58 .42 .58 -.87 1.16 .74 -.65 1.16
22 .06 -5.65 -2.68 -2.42 -.58 .58 -.57 -2.84 .74 -1.65 2.16
23 1 -.44 .35 3.32 .58 -.58 -.42 1.13 -.84 -2.26 1.35 -2.84
24 1.06 -.65 -1.68 1.58 -.58 -.42 00(N1 1.16 1.74 -1.65 1.16
25 .06 -.65 -.68 -1.42 -.58 .58 1.13 2.16 -1.26 .35 1.16
26 1.06 2.35 4.32 -1.42 -.58 -.42 4.13 1.16 -.26 1.35 -3.84
27 .06 -1.65 -1.68 -.58 -.58 4.13 4.13 2.16 -1.26 1.35 .16
28 .06 - 2.65 -3.68 -2.42 -.58 -.42 2.13 1.16 1.74 1.35 2.16
29 1.06 3.35 4.32 1.58 .42 -.42 4.13 1.16 -1.26 1.35
-1.84
30 -2.94 -2.65 -2.68 -2.42 1.42 -2.42 -1.87 .16 1 . 74
“
-5.65 2.16
31 1.06 1.35 -.68 -2.42 1.42 .58 5.13 1.16 -.26 3.35 -.84
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.APPENDIX F (Continued)
VARIABLE SCORE DEVIATIONS FROM
SAMPLE MEANS AND STANDARD SCORE
EQUIVALENTS FOR VARIABLE SCORES
Standard Scores (z)
s Outr PS Lim Com Discr Clar Diff TE Mis-S PI ESP
01 .84 1 .57 .66
'
1.64 i -.65 .72 -.35 1 -.65 .51 1.24 .lOl
02 -1.54
1
-1.09 -.84 -.90
'
1.60 -.52 -.35 1 .90 .51 -1.40 .741
03
—iPSj 1.37 -.34 1.64 1 -.65 .72 -.76
j
.12 -.18 1-1.40 -.541
04 .05
1
.96 1.65 ,37 i -.65 .72 -.35 -.65 -.86 .71 -1.17
bs
-l-54i -.68 1.15 .37 : -.65 -.52 -.65 .51 -.87 -.54’
06 .84 i .55 .16 .37 1.60 .72 .46 .12 .51 1 .71 -.54
bv
—-QS; -.27 .16 -.27 1 -.65 -.52 -1.98 -.65 .51 .19 .lOi
08 -3.13 i -1.91 -.84
-.27
1
.47 -1.75 -1.17 -2.20 -1.55
;
-.87 1.38i
bo .05
:
.14 ! -.34 ; .37 i .47 .72 .76 -.65
I
-2.23 ' -.87 .74
10 -.75
! .96 ,66 -.27 2.72 -1.75 -.35 -1.43
i -.18 ! -.34 -1.17
11 .05 : -.68 -,34 -.27 -.65 .72 -1.17
— r
.12 -.86 ! .19 .10
12 .84 i .55 .16 1.64 -.65 .72 .05 .12 -1.55 1.34 .10
13 -.75 ! .55 -.34 -. 27
'
1.60 .72 .05 ,12 .51 .71 -1.17,
14 .05 -.68 -.84 -.90 -.65 -1.75 -1.57 -.65 .51 -1.40
:
i.38j
15 .84 1.37 .16 1.01 -.65 .72 .87 .12 1.19 .71 i -.54
16 .84 1.37 .16 1.01 .47 .72 .05 -.65 1.88 -.341 .10
17 .84 .55 .66 1.01 -.65 .72 -.65 -.86 .71 .71 ’ 1.38i
18 .05 -.27 -.34 .37 -,65 -.52 -.35 -.65 1.19 . 19 i . lOl
'l9 .84 .96 i -.34 -.27 -.65 .72 .05 ,12 -.18 .71 ! -.54
20 .84 -1.50 1 -.84 -1.54 -.65 .72 .46 1.67 -.18 .19 i .loi
pi , .05 -.27
1
.37 .47 .72 -.35 .90 .51 -.34 .741
22 .05 -2.32 1-1.33 -1.54 -.65 .72 -.35 -2.20 .51 i -.87 1.381
23 -.75 i 1.65 ,37 1 -.65 -.52 .46 -.65 -1.55 .71i-1.8lj
24 .84 1 -.27
:
-.84 1,01 -.65
!
-.52 -1.17 .90 1.19 -.87[ .74
.05 i -.27 ! -.34 -.90 i -.65 ,72 .46 1.67 -.86 1 .19 i .74
26 .84 .96
1
2.15 -.90' -.65
j
-.52 1.68 .90 -.18 ! .711-2.45
27
]
.05 -.68 -.84 -.65
;
-.65
j
.72 1.68 1.67 -.86 i .71 ; .10
28 1 .05 -1.09 -1.83 -1.54
1
-.65 -.52 .87 .90 1.19 1 .71; 1.38
29
1
.84 1.37 2.15 1.01 .47 -.52 1.68 .90 -.86 ! .71;-!. 17
30 1-2.33 -1.09 -1.33 -1.54 1.60 -2.99 -.76 .12 1.19 -2.991 1.38
31 1 .84 .55 -.34 -1.54 1 1.60... :Z2 2.09 .90 -.18 1.77
-.54
I
t
1
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APPENDIX G
SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT PROFILES
FOR ALL SAMPLED SCHOOLS
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Student Perceptions
Students in this school agree strongly that their teachers make
special efforts to help them learn (Outreach)
. For example
98% of students agree that their teachers pay attention to them
when they need help learning. Further, students perceive that
the school is capable of solving its organizational problems.
For example^, more than 91% of the students disagreed with the
statement, "Some teachers don't try to make this a really good
school" (Problem-solving)
.
Students report that academic expectations and standards are
very clear to them (Clarity)
,
but the academic work is seen as
only moderately challenging (Difficulty). Specifically, few
P^^ceive that the teachers make them work hard and most feel
their classes are easy for them. However, teachers in this
school are viewed as relatively effective at encouraging
students to learn (Teacher Effectiveness).
The communication processes used in this school are seen as
effectively providing needed information (Communication)
.
However, 40% of students indicated their parents would like
more information about their school work.
The limits for what students are permitted to do and not per-
mitted to do are clearly understood (Limits). For example,
more than 95% of students indicate that their teachers are in
agreement about the rules of the school.
Students report no serious discrimination in the current environ-
ment, agreeing that equal opportunities are available for female
students and that few inter-racial hassles occur. However,
students feel moderately handicapped by previous academic diffi-
culties (Mis-Schooling) . In particular, only 3% of the students
disagreed with the statement, "I can read and write well enough
to get along in this school."
Student peer groups encourage involvement in learning at this
school (Peer Influence) . Overall, responsibilities and priorities
from outside the school do not seriously interfere with student
involvement in learning (Extra-School Priorities)
.
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Student Perceptions
Students in this school report that their teachers make special
efforts to involve them in learning (Outreach)
,
and that they
are effective as teachers (Teacher Effectiveness). For example,
over 80% of the respondents agree that their teachers get along*
well with their classes. Further, 80% of the students say their
teachers pay attention when they need help learning.
Students do not rate this school highly on its ability to solve
organizational problems that affect them as individuals (Problem-
Solving) . For example, only 42% agree that their school program
has solved most of its problems.
Academic expectations and standards are very clear to students
(Clarity). 90% of students report that they know how to change
their schedule, that they understand the grading system, and
that they can find out how well they are doing in a class.
However, the academic work is seen as only moderately difficult
or challenging. For example, more than 50% of the students
report that their classes are easy.
The guidelines for what students are permitted to do when not
in class are only adequately defined and enforced, in the views
of students (Limits). 80% of students report that they have
a lot of fun hanging out with their friends; 35% say that nothing
serious happens if they cut a class. Further, the communication
processes used in the school are only relatively effective (Com-
munication) . For example, only 50% of the students report that
they get the information they need from meetings with their
teachers. One extenuating reason for a lower score on this vari-
able is the school's decision not to emphasize large meetings.
Students report only a minor degree of discrimination in the
current environment (Discrimination). However, only 60% of
the students agree that they get treated with respect at the
school. Further, students feel moderately handicapped by pre-
vious academic deficiencies. For example, 50% of the students
agreed to the statement, "I never liked school much, and still
don't." Also, 60% did not previously learn enough math to keep
up with math classes now (Mis-Schooling)
.
Student peer groups only moderately encourage involvement in
learning (Peer Influence). For example, 70% of students have
skipped class with their friends. Moreover, responsibilities
or conflicts from outside the school interfere in a moderate
way with student involvement in learning (Extra-School Priorities) .
For example, 40% of students say they do not always have the time
and energy to get their school work done.
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Student Perceptions
o Students agree that this school makes special efforts to involve
them in learning (Outreach). In particular, they rate their
teachers as effective at involving them in learning (Teacher
Effectiveness). Moreover, they report that the communication
processes provide them with the information they need (Communication)
.
^ "^he guidelines for acceptable behavior when not in class are
only moderately clear to students (Limits). For example, 56%
of the students think that discipline is too loose at this
school. In addition, student peer groups do not consistently
encourage involvement in learning (Peer Influence). For example,
nearly 70% of students have skipped class with friends.
o Students give this school the highest possible score for its
ability to solve organizational problems (Problem-Solving).
Further, they report that discrimination is not a serious problem
in the school (Discrimination)
.
o Academic expectations and standards are clear in this school
(Clarity), but students rate their curriculum as only moderately
difficult (Difficulty). For example, more than 80% of the
students report that they have less homework at this school
than they did at their previous schools.
o Students feel handicapped to a moderate degree by academic
deficiencies (Mis-Schooling) . For example, 80% of the students
report that previous schools did not press them to learn when
they didn't want to try. Also, only 50% learned enough math
at previous schools to keep up with math classes here.
o Student responsibilities and difficulties from outside the
school interfere to a moderate degree with involvement in
school work (Extra-School Priorities) . For example, more
than 40% of students report that they would do better in
school if they didn't have so many problems with their families.
401
I
SCHOOL 04
I
I
VARIABLE SCORES FOR ALL STUDENTS
I
1
CDRE
I
I
00 CO c 3 CO 00 OJ
o c u o O 4-1 CO c o
o •H •H •H <u •H
<u > 4J Cl 3 c rH 53
Cl rH •H 3 3 3 O 0) o 3
u o kJ O c iH •H > o t—i
3 in •H •H CJ M-l •H jr <4-1
o 1 c e U-l 4J o 3
6 3 •H o CO H
OJ £ Cl a OJ 1
r-H a a 14-1 CO Cl
o cn <4-1 •r^ 3
O o •H w 2 3
Cl Q CC
Pli Cl
q;
Ij
3
0)
n = 70
VARIABLES
Extra-School
Priorities
School 04
Student Perceptions
402
o Students report that this, school makes special efforts to involve
them in learning (Outreach). In particular, they view their
teachers as effective at encouraging them to learn (Teacher
Effectiveness)
. For example, students report that more than
90% of the teachers try to find out what they want to learn.
o The guidelines for what students are permitted to do when they
are not in class are very clear (Limits)
,
although nearly 50%
of the students report that nothing serious happens when they
cut class. In addition, the communication processes at the
school are relatively effective at providing needed information
to students. However, 45% of the students report that their
parents would like to receive more information about their
school work (Communication)
.
o The school program is viewed by students as relatively effective
at solving its own organizational problems (Problem-Solving).
In particular, students see no serious discrimination in the
current environment (Discrimination)
.
o The academic expectations and standards are very clear to
students (Clarity)
,
and the school work is seen as moderately
difficult (Difficulty) . However, more than 60% of the students
agree that their classes are easy. Further, student peer groups
are reported to encourage involvement in learning. For example,
94% of the students agree that their friends think it's good
if they go to classes (Peer Influence)
.
o Responsibilities and difficulties from outside of school are
not viewed as a major interference with school work (Extra-
School Priorities). However, 35% of the students agree they
would do better in school if they didn't have so many problems
with their families.
o Students feel only moderately handicapped by previous academic
deficiencies (Mis-Schooling) . However, twenty-five percent of
students agree they picked up bad habits at a previous school
which are hard to change now. Thirteen percent of students
report that they cannot read and write well enough to get along
in the current school.
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STUDENT PERCEPTIONS
Students agree that their school makes special efforts to involve them in
ls3-tning (Outreach)
. In particular they view their teachers as relatively
effective at encouraging them to learn (Teacher Effectiveness). However,
42/^ of their pupils report that their teachers do not seek suggestions
about how to improve their classes, and 75% of their students do not like
to have their teachers question them about personal problems.
Academic expectations and standards are relatively clear to students
(Clarity), but they view the school as only moderately difficult or chal-
lenging (Difficulty). Nearly 90% of the students report that they have
less homework at this school and more than three-quarters of the students
report they can get by without having to say much in classes.
The school is seen by students as only moderately effective at solving
organizational problems (Problem Solving). For example, 55% of the students
agree that their teachers are not able to do much about chronic attendance
problems of students. However, the school policies defining what students
are permitted to do when not in class are relatively clear to students
(Limits). Also, the communication processes designed to provide information
to students are seen as relatively effective (Communication). For example,
nearly 90% of the students agree that they understood how the school worked
after the first week of school.
Students do not view discrimination as a serious problem in the current
environment (Discrimination) . They do feel moderately handicapped by pre-
vious academic deficiencies (Mis-Schooling) . For example, 40% of the stu-
dents report that they picked up poor habits at their previous schools and
45% of the respondents agree to the blunt declaration: "I never liked school
much, and still don't."
Student peer groups do not strongly encourage involvement in learning (Peer
Influence). For example, more than 60% of students have skipped classes
with their friends. In addition, responsibilities and difficulties from
outside of school only moderately interfere with involvement in learning.
However, 30% of the students report that many things outside school inter-
fere with their school work.
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Student Perceptions
Students report that this school makes special efforts to involve
them in learning (Outreach). In particular, they view their
teachers as relatively effective at encouraging them to learn
(Teacher Effectiveness). For example, more than ninety percent
of the students report that their teachers talk to them after
class when they don’t understand the school work.
Academic expectations and standards are very clear to students
(d3.rity)
,
and the school is seen as moderately challenging
difficult (Difficulty). For example, more than three-
quarters of the students agree that they have to pav careful
attention to keep up in their classes.
The school is seen as relatively effective at solving its own
organizational problems (Problem-Solving). In particular,
discrimination is not viewed as a major problem in this
environment (Discrimination)
.
The school policies defining what students are permitted to
do when not in class are fairly clear to students (Limits)
,
although more than 70% of the students report they can have
a lot of fun hanging out with their friends at school. The
communication processes designed to provide students with
needed information are also seen as relatively effective
(Communication). For example, more than 80% of the students
agree that there are clear ways for getting questions answered.
Students report they have been moderately handicapped by
academic deficiencies from previous schooling (ilis-Schooling) .
For example, more than 50% of the students report that they
did not learn enough math at previous schools to keep up
with math classes here.
Student peer groups appear to encourage involvement in
learning (Peer Influence) . For example, almost 90% of the
students agree that their friends think it's good if they go
to classes. Nevertheless, other responsibilities and diffi-
culties from outside school interfere in a moderate way with
involvement in school (Extra-School Priorities) . For example,
more than one-third of students agree they would do better in
school if they did not experience problems with their families.
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Student Perceptions
Students report that this school makes special efforts to involve
them in learning (Outreach). In particular, they view their
teachers as relatively effective at encouraging them to learn
(Teacher Effectiveness)
.
Academic standards and expectations are relatively clear to
pupils in this school (Clarity). However, they do not view
their school as very difficult or challenging (Difficulty)
.
Nearly 90% of students report they have less homework at this
school and only 20% of students agree that their teachers make
them work hard.
Students view this school as only moderately effective at solving
the organizational problems that affect them as individuals
(Problem-Solving) . For example, nearly 30% of the students report
that the teachers who work with them most do not really help them
with their school problems. However, discrimination is not viewed
as a serious problem in this school (Discrimination)
.
School policies defining what students are permitted to do are
only relatively clear to students (Limits) . For example, nearly
40% of the students report that nothing serious happens when
they cut class. In addition, the communication processes designed
to provide needed information to students are only relatively
effective (Communication). For example, only 36% of the students
get the information they need from meetings with their teachers.
Students feel handicapped to a degree by previous academic defi-
ciencies (Mis-Schooling) . For example, nearly 15% of students
report they cannot read and write well enough to get along in
this school. Students also agree that responsibilities and
conflicts from outside school interfere somewhat with their
school work (Extra-School Priorities)
.
Student peer groups in this school encourage involvement in
learning to a moderate degree (Peer Influence). For example,
more than 70% of students agree that their friends think it’s
good for them to go to classes. However, 43% of students have
skipped classes with friends
.
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School 08
o Students perceive that this school makes moderate efforts to help
them learn (Outreach). However, 50% of the students report that
there are not many classes they like at this school. Teachers are
viewed as friendly and relatively effective at encouraging students
to learn (Teacher Effectiveness). However, more than one-third of
the students report that their teachers sometimes let their classes
get too "relaxed."
o The school program is not viewed as highly effective at resolving
either its organizational problems or the individual school-related
problems of students (Problem-Solving). However, discrimination is
not viewed as a serious problem in this environment (Discrimination)
.
o Academic standards and expectations are relatively clear to students
in this school (Clarity). For example, more than 85% of the students
agree that they know exactly what to do to get credit for their work.
However, the academic process is not viewed as particularly difficult
by students (Difficulty). For example, 80% of the students report
that they have less homework at this school than they did at previous
schools. Further, 65% of the students agree that, overall, their
classes are easy.
o School policies defining what students are permitted to do are only
moderately clear to students (Limits). For example, half of the
students say that nothing serious happens to them when they cut a
class and 60% of the students feel that discipline is "too loose"
at this school. Nevertheless, students give the school relatively
high marks for its ability to communicate to them the information
that they need (Communication). For example, 70% of the students
agree that there are clear ways for getting questions answered at
school.
o In general, students at this school do not feel seriously handi-
capped by previous academic deficiencies (Mis-Schooling) . However,
17% of the students reported that they cannot read and write well
enough to get along in this school.
o Responsibilities and difficulties from outside the school seem to
interfere in an important way with the school work of many students
(Extra-School Priorities). For example, 64% of the students agreed
with the statement, "During school, I often lose interest because
I am thinking about my other problems." However, in general,
student peer groups support and encourage involvement in learning
(Peer Influence)
.
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Student Perceptions
o Students in this school agree that their teachers make special
efforts to help them learn
• (Outreach)
. For example, over 95%
of students agree that their teachers talk to them after class
when they don't understand the school work. Further, students
perceive that the school is capable of solving its organiza-
tional problems. For example, nearly 80% of the students agreed
with the statement, "I think this school is good at solving its
own problems" (Problem-Solving).
o Students report that academic expectations and standards are
clear to them (Clarity). However, the academic work is not
seen as challenging (Difficulty). Specifically, 70% of the
agree that their classes do not move fast enough for
them. However, teachers in this school are viewed as moderately
effective at encouraging students to learn (Teacher Effectiveness).
o The communication processes used in this school are seen as
effectively providing information needed by students (Communication).
Further, less than 10% of students agreed with the statement,
"This school is so confusing it is hard to find out what is
going on."
o The limits for what students are permitted to do are only
moderately understood (Limits). For example, 75% of students
indicate that teachers don’t seem to agree about the rules at
this school.
o Students report a minor discrimination problem in the current
environment. For example, more than one-third of the students
do not believe that female students are allowed the same oppor-
tunities as male students. Also, 25% of the students agree
that their teachers dislike students like them.
o Students feel only somewhat handicapped by previous academic
difficulties (Mis-Schooling) . In particular, over 95% of students
indicate that they can read and write well enough to get along
in this school.
o Student peer groups moderately encourage involvement in learning
at this school (Peer Influence). Overall, responsibilities and
priorities from outside the school do not seriously interfere
with student involvement in Learning (Extra-School Priorities).
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Student Perceptions
o Students in this school agree that their teachers make special
efforts to help them learn (Outreach). For example, 87% of
students agree that their teachers pay attention to them when
they need help learning. Further, students perceive that the
school is capable of solving its organizational problems. For
example, over 80% of the students agreed with the statement,
this school we have meetings which actually solve school
problems” (Problem-Solving).
o Students report that academic expectations and standards are
clear to them (Clarity)
,
but the academic work is seen as only
moderately challenging (Difficulty)
. Specifically, only 47%
of the students feel that their teachers make them work hard
while 62% feel that their classes are easy. Still, teachers
in this school are viewed as relatively effective at encouraging
students to learn (Teacher Sffectiveness)
.
o The communication processes used in this school are seen as
effectively providing needed information (Communication)
.
However, 75% of students indicate that their parents would
like more information about their school work.
o The limits for what students are permitted to do and not per-
mitted to do are clearly understood (Limits)
. For example,
more than 75% of students indicate that teachers seem to agree
about the rules at this school.
o In this school, students do not view discrimination as a major
problem. Students do report that they have been moderately
handicapped by academic deficiencies from previous schooling.
For example, 51% of students report that they did not learn
enough math at previous schools to keep up with math classes
here (Mis-Schooling)
.
o Student peer groups appear to provide only moderate encouragement
for involvement in learning at this school. Almost 60% of the
students agree with the statement, "I get into trouble at school
when I do what my friends want to do” (Peer Influence)
, However,
responsibilities and priorities from outside the school do not
seriously interfere with student involvement in learning (Extra-
School Priorities)
.
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Student Perceptions
o Students report that this school makes special efforts to Involve
them in learning (Outreach).' For example, 99% of the students
report that their teachers pay attention when they need help
learning. Overall, they view their teachers as relatively
effective at encouraging them to learn (Teacher Effectiveness).
However, nearly 40% of the students report that their teachers
sometimes let their classes get."too relaxed."
o Academic expectations and standards are clear to students in
this school (Clarity). However, the school is seen as only
moderately difficult or challenging (Difficulty). For example,
more than three-quarters of the students report that they can
get by without having to say much in class.
o The school is viewed as only moderately effective at resolving
its own organizational problems (Problem-Solving). For example,
more than one— third of the students agree that "some teachers
don’t try to make this a really good school." Further, less
than one-third of the students feel that the school has solved
most of its problems. However, discrimination is net viewed
as a problem in this school (Discrimination)
.
o Communication processes designed to provide information that
students need are viewed as relatively effective (Communication).
However, more than 80% of the students agree that "large meetings
get pretty confusing here." Further, school guidelines defining
what students are permitted to do when not in class (Limits)
are moderately clear to students. However, 96% of the students
report that nothing serious happens to them when they cut a class.
o Student peer groups encourage involvement in learning at this
school (Peer Influence). For example, over 90% of the students
report that their friends think it’s good if they go to their
classes
.
o Students do not feel seriously handicapped by previous academic
deficiencies (Mis-Schooling) . However, responsibilities and
difficulties from outside school interfere in a minor way with
their school work. For example, more than 50% of the students
agree that "many things outside school interfere with my school
work.
"
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Student Perceptions
Students report that this school makes special efforts to involve
them in learning (Outreach); 100% of the students report that
their teachers talk to them after class when they don't under-
stand the school work. Further, they view their teachers as
relatively effective at encouraging them to learn (Teacher-
Effectiveness) . However, slightly more than 65% of students
agreed with the statement, ”1 think teachers have to work too
hard at this school."
Academic expectations and standards are very clear (Clarity) to
students while the school is seen as only moderately challenging
or difficult (Difficulty). For example, only 5% of students
found many of the homework assignments to be too hard for them.
The school is seen as relatively effective at solving its own
organizational problems (Problem-Solving). 88% of students
report that the teachers who work with them most help them
with their school problems. Further, discrimination is not
viewed as a problem in this environment (Discrimination)
.
The school policies defining what students are permitted to
do are clear to students, although 67% of students report they
can have a lot of fun hanging out with their friends at school
(Limits) . The communication processes designed to provide
students with needed information are also seen as very effective
(Communication) . For example, more than 97% of students agree
that there are clear ways for getting questions answered.
Students report that they have been only moderately handicapped
by academic deficiencies from previous schooling (Mis-Schooling)
.
For example, 34% of students report that they did not learn
enough math at previous schools to keep up with math classes here.
Student peer groups appear to encourage involvement in learning
(Peer Influence). For example, only 10% of students indicate
that they get into trouble when they do what their friends want
to do. Nevertheless, other responsibilities and difficulties
outside school interfere in -a moderate way with involvement in
school (Extra-School Priorities). For example, 45% of students
report that they would do better in school if they didn’t have
so many problems with their families.
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STUDENT PERCEPTIONS
0 Students agree that this school makes special efforts to help them learn(.Outreach). In particular, teachers are viewed as relatively effective atpromoting involvement in learning (Teacher Effectiveness). For example
65/^ of the students report that their teachers make special efforts to helpthem learn. However, more than one-third of the students agree that their
teachers sometimes let their classes get "too relaxed."
0 The school is viewed as highly effective at resolving its organizational
problems (Problem-Solving). However, only 40% of the students agree that
the school has solved most of its problems. Discrimination is not viewed
as a problem in this school, partly because the school is predominantly
white.
0 The academic expectations and standards are very clear to students in this
school (Clarity)
,
and they rate their curriculum as moderately difficult
• However, more than 45% of the students report that they
have less homework at the alternative school.
0 Communication processes designed to provide needed information to students
are viewed as relatively effective (Communication). Hc-^ever, 60% of the
students report that large meetings get pretty confusing, and only 65%
report that they get the information they need from meetings with their
teachers. School policies defining what students are permitted to do
when not in class (Limits) are viewed as only moderately effective. More
than 30% of the students agree that discipline is "too loose" at this
school, and more than 85% of the students say that nothing serious hap-
pens to them when they cut class.
0 Student peer groups encourage involvement in learning in this environment
(Peer Influence). However, students feel moderately handicapped by pre-
vious academic deficiencies. For example, 70% of the students report
that their former schools did not teach them how to work independently,
and more than one-third of the students agree they had established bad
habits at their previous schools (Mis-Schooling)
.
0 Responsibilities and difficulties from outside the school do not seem to
seriously interfere with involvement in learning at this school.
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Student Perceptions
Students report that this school makes special efforts to help
them (Outreach). In particular, they view their teachers as
relatively effective at encouraging them to learn. For example,
100% of the students agree that their teachers try to find out
what they want to learn. Also, all of the students agree that
their teachers get along well with their classes (Teacher
Effectiveness)
.
The school is viewed as only moderately effective at resolving
its organizational problems (Problem Solving). However, over
89% of students agree that teachers try to make this a really
good school. Discrimination is not viewed as a problem in
this school, although more than one-quarter of the students
report that they do not get treated with respect at school.
The academic expectations and standards are moderately clear
to students in this school (Clarity). However, the school is
not seen as difficult or challenging academically (Difficulty)
.
For example, more than two-thirds of the students report that
they do not have to pay careful attention to keep up in classes,
and the same number agree that they have less homework at this
school.
Communication processes designed to provide needed information
to students are viewed as relatively ineffective (Communication)
.
However, 79% of the students state that they get needed infor-
mation from meetings with their teachers. Although more than
94% of students at this school report that there are specific
rules that they must obey, only 42% state that they have a
voice in determining school regulations (Limits)
.
Student peer groups do not seem to encourage involvement in
learning in this environment. However 90% of students report
that their friends want them to do well in school.
Students in this school feel handicapped by previous academic
deficiencies (Mis-Schooling) . For example, 63% of the students
report that they picked up some bad habits at their former
school which are hard to change now. In addition, responsibilities
and difficulties from outside the school are viewed as interferences
to school work. In particular, nearly two-thirds of the students
say that they do not go to school when they have something
important outside school to do.
422
I
!
SCHOOL 15
VARIABLE SCORES FOR ALL STUDENTS
ao w
; o c u
CTJ •H •H
0) >
rH •H
i-i o h4
3 c/3
,
O 1
e
3
1
1
o
Cl
cu
I
n = 48
i
c r- >> tn ao 0)
o o u w c o
•H •H •H (U •H c
u iJ c 04
ca C3 CO O 0) O n
u C •H > o f-H
•—
t
•H
•• ^
U-l rt x: W-l
c 4.4 o rj
3 •H H o c/3 M
q V- 0) 1
c O 4^ cn
o CO OJ •H 04
o Tn w s 04
/—
S
0-t
u
OJ
"a
CO
OJ
H
I
VARIABLES
I
Extra-School
Priorities
School 15
423
Student Perceptions
Students agree that this school makes special efforts to help them
learn (Outreach). For example, 100% of students report that teachers
pay special attention to them when they need help learning. In
general, teachers are perceived as relatively effective at promoting
involvement in learning (Teacher Effectiveness)
. More than 97% of
students enjoy having teachers who are like friends to them.
The school is viewed as highly effective at resolving its organize'
tional problems (Problem-Solving). In fact, 91% of the students
believe that this school has solved most of its problems. For
example, discrimination is not viewed as a problem in this school
(Discrimination)
.
The academic expectations and standards are very clear to students
in this school (Clarity), and they rate their curriculum as relatively
difficult. Specifically, over 93% of students report that they have
a lot of reading and writing in their classes. However, few students
report that homework assignments are too hard for them.
Communication processes designed to provide needed information to
students are viewed as relatively effective (Communication).
However, only 60% of students feel that they would miss a lot if
they did not go to a meeting. School policies defining what students
are permitted to do when not in class (Limits) are viewed as relatively
effective. For example, 83% of students report that they have specific
rules to obey at this school.
Student peer groups encourage involvement in learning in this environ-
ment (Peer Influence) . More than 84% of students report that their
friends think it's good if they go to their classes.
Responsibilities and difficulties from outside the school seem to
moderately influence student involvement in the school. More than
43% of students report that many things outside of school interfere
with their school work (Extra-School Priorities)
.
Students feel handicapped by previous academic deficiencies (Mis-
Schooling) . For example, more than one-third of students report
they did not learn enough math at other schools to keep up with math
classes in this school. Also, 70% of the students report that their
schools did not teach them how to work by themselves.
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Student Perceptions
Students agree that this school makes special efforts to involve them in
learning (Outreach). 96% of students report that teachers pay attention to
them when they need help learning. However, while 100% of students indicate
that teachers who are friendly to them outside of class help them in class
as well, overall the teachers' abilities to encourage involvement in learning
are perceived as only somewhat effective (Teacher Effectiveness)
.
The school is viewed as highly effective at resolving its organizational
problems (Problem-Solving). 96% of the students report that, at this school,
they have meetings which actually solve school problems. Racial discrimina-
tion is not viewed as a serious problem in this school, partly because the
school is predominantly white.
The academic expectations and standards are very clear to students in this
school (Clarity). However, the curriculum is rated as only moderately
difficult (Difficulty). For example, 55% of the students report that,
overall, their classes are easy. Communication processes designed to
provide needed information to students are viewed as relatively effective
(Communication). For example, 82% of students report that there are clear
ways for getting questions answered at this school.
Students at this school report that school policy guidelines defining what
they are permitted to do when not in class are very clear to them (Limits) .
However, more than 74% of students report that no serious consequences
result if they cut class.
Student peer groups provide only moderate encouragement for involvement in
learning in this environment (Peer Influence) . For example, 84% of students
report that they have skipped classes to go somewhere with their friends. In
addition, students feel significantly handicapped by previous academic defi-
ciencies. Specifically, half of the students feel that they did not learn
enough math at their other schools to keep up with math classes at this
school (Mis-Schooling)
.
Responsibilities and difficulties from outside of school seem to interfere
to some degree with involvement in learning at this school (Extra-School
Priorities). For example, less than half of the students indicate that
they go to school when they have something important outside of school to do
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STUDENT PERCEPTIONS
° special efforts to help them learn(Outreach). For example, more than 90% of the students agree that theirteachers try to find out what they want to learn. In general, they view
t eir teachers as relatively effective at promoting learning (TeacherEffectiveness). However, nearly 60% of the students said that teachershave to work too hard and 40% reported that their teachers sometimes lettheir classes get "too relaxed."
0 This school is viewed as relatively effective at resolving its organiza-
tional problems (Problem-Solving). However, less than 60% of the students
said the school had solved most of its problems. In particular, discrimi-
nation is not viewed as a problem in this environment (Discrimination).
slightly more than 20% of the students said that they do not get
treated with respect at school and that other students get more attention
and help than they do in their classes.
0 Academic expectations and standards are very clear to students (Clarity),
and the school is viewed as rather difficult or challenging when compared
to other alternative schools. For example, 85% of the students disagreed
with the statement, "My classes don’t move fast enough for me." Also,
nearly 75% of the students reported "a lot of reading and writing" in
classes
.
0 Communication processes designed to provide needed information to students
are viewed as relatively effective (Communication). However, 49% of stu-
dents report that "large meetings get pretty confusing" and 45% of the
students were confused about how the school worked after the first week
of school. Further, school policies defining what students are permitted
to do when not in class are only moderately clear to students (Limits).
For example, more than 40% of the students report that nothing serious
happens to them when they miss a class.
0 In general, student peer groups at this school appear to encourage involve-
ment in learning to a moderate degree. However, although 75% of the stu-
dents say that their friends encourage them to go to class, more than 40%
of the students have skipped class with their friends.
0 Responsibilities and difficulties from outside the school are viewed as
relatively major interferences with school work (Extra-School Priorities).
For example, two-thirds of the students reported that "many things" out-
side school interfered with their school work. In particular, more than
half of the students point to the jobs they have to do around the house
as one source of interference. However, students also feel moderately
handicapped by previous academic deficiencies. Fourteen percent of the
students reported that they could not read and write well enough to get
along in this school and 26% of the students said they had not learned
enough math to keep up with math classes here (Mis-Schooling)
.
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Student Perceptions
Students report that this school makes- special efforts to help them learn(Outreach). In particular, they see their teachers as moderately effec-
tive at encouraging involvement in learning (Teacher Effectiveness)
. How-
ever, 45/^ of the students report that their teachers sometimes let their
classes get too relaxed. In addition, 45% of the students agree that
their teachers are not likely to notice it when they are feeling down and
that they do not like it when their teachers question them about their
school problems.
This school is not viewed as highly effective at resolving its organiza-
tional problems (Problem-Solving). For example, 58% of the students
agree that the school has not solved most of its problems and 42% of the
students report that very few students try to solve these problems. How-
ever, in general, discrimination is not viewed as a serious problem in
the school, although 28% of the respondents say they do not get treated
with respect at school.
Academic expectations and standards are relatively clear to students
(Clarity) . However, 50% of the students were not sure if it were really
permissable to miss a class. Further, the school is viewed as only mod-
erately difficult or challenging academically (Difficulty). For example,
54% of the students agreed that, overall, their classes were easy.
Communication processes designed to provide the information needed by
students are seen as relatively effective. For example, more than three-
quarters of the students agreed that they received the information they
needed from meetings with their teachers. However, school policies
defining what students are permitted to do when not in class are only
moderately clear to students (Limits). For example, 84% of the students
reported they could have fun hanging out with their friends at school.
Students in this school feel handicapped by previous academic deficiencies
(Mis-Schooling) . Although only 8% of the students report they cannot read
and write well enough to get along in this school, 36% of the students
said they had not learned enough math in previous schools to keep up with
math classes in this school.
Student peer groups appear to encourage or value involvement in learning
(Peer Influence). However, more than three-quarters of the students
have skipped classes with friends. Overall, responsibilities and diffi-
culties from outside school are not seen as major interferences with
school work (Extra-School Priorities). However, 50% of the students
agree that "many things outside school interfere with my school work."
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Student Perceptions
Students report that this school makes
’ special efforts to help them learn(Outreach). In particular, the teachers are viewed as relatively effective
at encouraging involvement in school (Teacher Effectiveness)
. For example
nearly 90% of the students agreed that their teachers spoke with them after
class when they did not understand the school work. Also, 9A% of the stu-dents said their teachers got along well with their classes.
This school is viewed as relatively effective at resolving its organiza-
tional problems (Problem-Solving). However, only 53% of the students
believe that most of the school's problems are solved. In general, dis-
crimination is not viewed as a serious problem in the current environment
(Discrimination)
. However, 21% of the students reported that they did not
get along well with students of a different race.
Academic expectations and standards are generally clear to students (Clarity),
although 28% of the students are not sure whether it is permissible to miss
class and a similar percentage of the students agreed that it took them a
long time to learn how to make a schedule and earn credit in this school.
Furthermore, the academic process is viewed as moderately difficult or
challenging by students (Difficulty)
. However, nearly 40% of the students
agreed that, overall, their classes were easy.
Communication processes designed to provide the information students need
are viewed as moderately effective by students (Communication). Nearly
half of the students do not feel they would miss much if they missed a
meeting for all the students. A similar percentage of students reported
they did not understand how the school worked after their first week there.
In general, school policies defining what students are permitted to do when
not in class are only moderately clear to students (Limits). For example,
more than 65% of the students reported that nothing serious happened to
them if they cut class. However, 84% of the students agree that they know
what they are supposed to do when not in class.
Student peer groups encourage involvement in learning in this school environ-
ment (Peer Influence). In general, more than 85% of the students report
that their friends are supportive of their efforts to succeed in school.
However, students do feel moderately handicapped by previous academic
deficiencies (Mis-Schooling) . For example, 7% of the students can not
read and write well enough to get along in this school and 42% of the
students have not previously learned enough math to keep up with current
math classes.
Responsibilities and difficulties from outside the school interfere in a
minor way with school work for students in this school. Although nearly
half of the students agree with the statement "many things outside school
interfere with my school work," about one-quarter of the students feel
that they "do not have the time and energy to get their school work done.
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Student Perceptions
Students report that this school makes special efforts to help themlearn (Outreach). In particular, teachers are viewed as especially
effective at encouraging involvement in learning (Teacher Effectiveness).
For example, nearly 90% of the students agree that their teachers
try to find out what students want to learn. However, 28% of the
students that their teachers sometimes let their classes get
too relaxed'.' Also, a similar percentage did not like to be questioned
about personal problems by teachers.
This school is not viewed as very effective at resolving its organi-
zational problems (Problem-Solving). For example, more than three-
quarters of the students do not agree that the school has solved most
of its problems. Also, 45% of the students reported that some teachers
do not try to make this a really good school. However, discrimination
is not seen as a major problem in the current environment, although
20% of the students said they do not get along well with students
who are from a different race (Discrimination)
.
Academic expectations and standards are generally quite clear to
students in this school (Clarity). However, 30% of the students
report that they are not sure if it is really permissible to miss
class. Further, the school is viewed as only moderately difficult
by students. For example, 40% of the students agreed that, overall,
their classes were easy. Half of the students said also that they
could get by without having to say much in their classes.
Communication processes designed to provide the information students
need are not viewed as particularly effective at this school (Communi-
cation) . For example, more than 86% of the students agreed that large
meetings got "pretty confusing." In addition, only one-third of the
students understood how the school worked after the first week and
40% of the students said that their parents wanted more information
about their school work.
School policies defining what students are permitted to do when not
in class are also only moderately clear to students (Limits). For
example, 80% of the students reported that nothing serious happened
to them when they cut a class. Also, less than half of the students
thought that they had specific rules they had to obey at school.
Students feel moderately handicapped by previous school deficiencies
(Mis-Schooling) . While 6% of the students reported that they could
not read and write well enough to get along in this school, 40% of
the students agreed that they had not learned enough math to keep
up with math classes there. Responsibilities and difficulties from
outside the school (Extra-School Priorities) also influenced invol-
School 20
Student Perceptions
434
vement in learning to a moderate degree. For example, about half
of the students agreed that many things outside school interfere
with their school work.
Student peer groups tend to encourage or value involvement in
learning at this school (Peer Influence). For example, more than
90% of the students said that their friends wanted them to do well
in school and to attend classes. However, nearly 75% of the students
had skipped classes to go somewhere else with friends.
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Student Perceptions
o Students report that this school makes special efforts to help them
learn (Outreach). In particular, they view their teachers as rela-
tively effective at encouraging them to learn. For example, 93% of
the students indicated that their teachers paid attention to them
when the students needed help (Teacher Effectiveness).
o This school is viewed as moderately effective at resolving its organi-
zational and student problems (Problem-Solving). For example, 25% of
the students agreed with the statement, "The teachers who work with me
most do not really help me with my school problems." Although nearly
75% of the students thought the school was good at solving its own
problems, only 40% of the students felt that the school had solved
most of its problems. In particular, discrimination is viewed as
a minor problem in the current environment. For example, 37% of the
students report that they do not get along well with students from
a different race (Discrimination)
.
o Academic expectations and standards are clear to students in this
school (Clarity) . For example, 87% of the students agree that they
know exactly what they have to do to earn credit. In addition, the
school is viewed as only moderately difficult or challenging by students
Nearly half the students report that, overall, their classes are easy,
and 30% of the students said that their classes didn't move quickly
enough for them (Difficulty)
.
o Communication processes designed to provide information needed by
students are viewed as relatively effective (Communication) . For
example, 83% of the students agree that there are clear ways for
getting questions answered at this school. However, only 50% of the
students said that they received the information they needed through
meetings with their teachers.
o School policies defining what students are permitted to do when not
in class are viewed as relatively clear by students. For example,
almost 80% of the students were aware of specific rules that they
must obey. However, two-thirds of the students said nothing serious
would happen if they cut a class (Limits)
.
o Students feel moderately handicapped by previous academic deficiencies
(Mis-Schooling) . While 8% reported serious reading and writing weak-
nessesj 37% reported math deficiencies stemming from previous schools.-
Responsibilities and difficulties from outside the school (Extra-School
Priorities) are also seen as interfering with school work. For example
37% of the students reported that "many things outside school interfere
with my school work."
o Student peer groups sometimes encourage and sometimes discourage
in
volvement in learning (Peer Influence). I^Hiile more than two-thirds
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Student Perceptions
Students report that this school mak.es special efforts to help them
learn (Outreach). However, in general, teachers are viewed as only
moderately effective at encouraging involvement in learning (Teacher
Effectiveness). 95% of the students said that their teachers try
to find out what they want to learn, but less than 60% of the teachers
were rated as being able to control their students in classes or
meetings. In addition, 40% of the students said that sometimes their
teachers let their classes get "too relaxed."
This school is not viewed as very effective at resolving its organi-
zational difficulties (Problem-Solving)
. Only 17% of the students
report that school meetings actually solve school problems and only
a third of the students rate the school as good at solving its pro-
blems. However, in general, discrimination is not viewed as a major
problem in the school (Discrimination). However, 23% of the students
agreed that the teachers seemed to dislike students like them.
Academic expectations and standards are very clear to students in
this school (Clarity). However, the academic process is viewed as
only moderately difficult or challenging (Difficulty). For example,
65% of the students agreed that, overall, their classes were easy.
School policies defining what students are permitted to do when not
in class are not especially clear to students (Limits) . For example,
more than 90% of the students said that "nothing serious happens to
me if 1 cut a class." Also, 45% of the students thought that disci-
pline was too loose.
Communication processes designed to provide the information students
need are viewed as only relatively effective by learners (Communication)
.
In particular, large meetings for all the students are criticized.
Nearly three-quarters of the students agreed that large meetings
tend to get "pretty confusing;" and more than 80% of the students
did not think they would miss a lot if they did not attend those
meetings. Other communication processes are seen as more effective.
71% of the students received needed information from meetings with
teachers
.
Students feel moderately handicapped by previous academic deficiencies.
(Mis-Schooling) . More than 40% of the students said that they picked
up some bad habits at their previous schools which are hard to change
now. Further, 30% of the students did not learn enough math in previous ^
schools to be prepared for current math classes. Finally, responsibilities
and interests from outside school (Extra-School Priorities) are seen to
interfere in a minor but important way with school work. Approximately
half of the students report that they do not have the time and energy
to complete school work^ given their other priorities.
In general, student peer groups seem to value and encourage
achievement
in school. However, 87% of the students in this school
have cut
class to participate in other activities with their friends
(Peer
Influence)
.
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Students report that this school makes efforts to help them learn
(Outreach). In particular, they view their teachers as relatively
effective at encouraging involvement in learning (Teacher Effectiveness).
Students rate this school as relatively effective at resolving organi-
zational difficulties (Problem-Solving). However, less than 50% of
the students think that most of the problems in this school have been
solved. Nevertheless, discrimination is not viewed as a serious
problem in the school, although 22% of the students do not feel that
they get treated with respect (Discrimination)
.
Academic standards and expectations are relatively clear to students
(Clarity)
,
although 40% of the students are not sure if it is permiss-
able to miss a class. However, the academic process is viewed as only
relatively difficult or challenging by students. For example, half of
the students report that, overall, their classes are easy (Difficulty).
Communication processes designed to provide information needed by stu-
dents are viewed as effective by students (Communication). For example,
80% of the students agree that there are clear ways for getting questions
answered at this school. In addition, school policies defining what
students are permitted to do are clear to students (Limits) . For
example, only one-quarter of the students thought that discipline was
too loose at this school.
Students feel moderately handicapped by previous academic deficiencies
('lis-Schooling) . For example, 10% of the students report serious
difficulty in reading and writing and one-third of the students did
not develop -adequate math skills in previous schools.
Responsibilities and difficulties from outside the school (Extra-School
Priorities) seem to interfere in only a minor way with students’
school work. However, approximately 20% of the students report
some interference from their other interests and priorities.
In general, student peer groups encourage and value involvement in
learning in this environment. 85% of the students agree that their
friends want them to attend classes and do well in school (Peer
Influence)
.
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Student Perceptions
Students report that this school malces special efforts to help them
learn (Outreach). In particular, the teachers are viewed as highly
effective at encouraging student involvement in learning (Teacher
Effectiveness). For example, 100% of the students agree that the
teachers try to find out what students want to learn. Also, 98% of
the students agree with the statement, "I like having teachers who
are like a friend to me.”
The school is viewed as highly effective at resolving its own or-
ganizational difficulties (Problem-Solving). For example, over
80% of the students agree that the school has solved most of its
problems and 98% of the students indicate that the school is
effective at solving problems. One extenuating reason for a lower
score on this variable is the school’s decision not to emphasize
involvement of students in the problem-solving process (through
meetings and task forces, etc.). In particular, discrimination is
not viewed as a problem in this environment (Discrimination) .
Academic expectations and standards are relatively clear to students
(Clarity)
,
although nearly 50% of the students said that they were
not sure if it were really permissible to miss a class. However,
the academic process is not viewed as particularly difficult or
challenging (Difficulty). For example, nearly 85% of the students
reported that, overall, their classes were easy. An extenuating
circumstance affecting a low score on this variable is that the
questionnaire was designed to survey group instruction situations,
while this school emphasizes an individualized mode of learning.
Communication processes designed to provide information needed by
students are viewed as highly effective by learners (Communication).
All of the students agreed that there were clear ways for getting
questions answered at this school.
School policies defining what students are permitted to do when not
in class are moderately clear to students (Limits) . More than 86%
of the students disagree with the statement, ''I think discipline is
too loose at this school.” However, 75% of the students report that
nothing serious happens to them if they cut a class.
Students in this school feel moderately handicapped by previous
academic deficiencies. Although no students reported serious
reading and writing difficulties, 44% of the students indicated
that they had not previously developed the math skills needed
to keep up with their current math program. Also, 25% of the
students agreed with the statement, "I seem to have trouble
getting along in any school” (Mis-Schooling)
.
Student peer groups sometimes seem to encourage success in school
work and sometimes seem to discourage it (Peer Influence) . For
example, 83% of the students report that their friends want
them to
go to school and do well there. Yet 80% of the students
have skipped
class with friends and 60% agree that there’s a difference
between
what the school says they should do and what they really
want to do.
School 24
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Student Perceptions
o Students report that this school makes special efforts to help them
learn (Outreach). In particular, teachers are seen as particularly
effective at encouraging learning (Teacher Effectiveness)
. For
example, 98% of the students indicate that their teachers get along
well with them in class settings. In fact, one-third of the students
report that their teachers sometimes let their classes get "too
relaxed.
"
o The school is viewed as moderately effective at resolving its organi-
zational difficulties (Problem-Solving)
. Although 80% of the students
think the school is good at solving its problems, less than one—quarter
of the students report that the school has solved most of its problems.
However, discrimination is not generally viewed as a serious problem
in this environment (Discrimination). Nevertheless, approximately
17% of the students think that their teachers seem to dislike students
like them, and a similar percentage feel that they are not treated
with respect at school.
o Communication processes designed to provide the information students
need are seen as only moderately effective (Communication)
. Approxi-
mately 60% of the students criticized large group meetings as confusing
and relatively unimportant. Another 40% reported that they did not
get the information they needed from meetings with their teachers.
o School policies describing what students are permitted to do when
not in class are not clearly defined, according to students. For
example, 90% of the students report that there are no serious conse-
quences for cutting a class and 77% agree they can have a lot of
fun hanging out with their friends at school. However, only 16% of
the students say that discipline is too loose at this school.
o Students do not feel seriously handicapped by previous academic defi-
ciencies (Mis-SChooling) . However, 23% of the students indicated
that they had not previously developed the math skills needed to
keep up with their current math programs. Responsibilities and
difficulties from outside of school do not seem to seriously inter-
fere with the school work of these students. Although 44% of the
students said that many things outside school interfered, only 14%
reported they did not have the time and energy to complete their
school work (Extra-School Priorities)
.
o In general, student peer groups in this environment seem to value
and encourage participation and success in school. However, while
approximately 80% of the students indicate that their friends want
them to attend class and do well, 70% of the students have skipped
class to go somewhere with their friends (Peer Influence)
.
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Students report that this school makes special efforts to help them
earn (Outreach). In particular, they view their teachers as relatively
effective at encouraging involvement in learning (Teacher Effectiveness)
.
For example, 89% of the students report that their teachers try tofind out what they want to learn.
This school is viewed as highly effective at resolving its organizational
ic'^lties by more than 86% of the respondents. However, only 56%
of the students reported that the school had solved most of its problems
(Problem-Solving). For example, discrimination is not generally viewed
as a serious problem in this school. However, nearly 20% of the students
agree that they do not get treated with respect at school (Discrimination).
The school policies describing what students are permitted to do at
school are specific and clear, according to most students (Limits).
However, the communication processes designed to provide the information
needed by students are viewed as only moderately effective. For
example, approximately 40% of the students view large group meetings
as confusing and relatively unimportant, and a similar percentage do
not get the information they need from meetings with their teachers.
However, 86% of the students agree that there are clear ways for
getting questions answered at school (Communication)
.
Academic expectations and standards are generally quite clear to students
(Clarity), although 40% of the students are not sure about the policy
for missing class. Furthermore, the academic process is viewed as
relatively difficult or challenging, especially when compared to the
difficulty levels of other alternative schools (Difficulty)
.
Students at this school feel moderately handicapped by previous academic
deficiencies (Mis-Schooling) . Although only 2% of the students repprt
serious difficulties with reading and writing, 57% of the students
do not think they have developed sufficient math skills in previous
schools to keep up with their current math programs.
Responsibilities and difficulties from outside school are not generally
viewed as serious interferences with school work. However, 48% of
students Agree that many things outside school interfere with school
work, and 25% of students indicate they do not have the time and
energy to complete their work.
Student peer groups in this environment seem to encourage academic
success and participation in learning (Peer Influence) . Only one-
third of the students report that they have cut class with friends
and more than 85% of the students indicate that their friends want
them to go to class and do well in school.
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Student Perceptions
Students report that this school makes special efforts to help them
learn (Outreach). In particular, they view their teachers as effec-
tive at encouraging involvement in learning (Teacher Effectiveness)
.
For example, three-quarters of the students agree that their teachers
try to find out what they want to learn and 96% of the students in-
dicate that their teachers get along well with students in their
classes. However, only 46% of the students thought their teachers
would notice when the student was feeling down about something.
The school is viewed as moderately effective at resolving its own
organizational difficulties (Problem-Solving). Although 64% of
the respondents thought the school was good at solving its problems,
less than one- third of the students agreed that the school had solved
most of its problems. However, discrimination is not viewed as a
serious problem in this environment. For example, 97% of the students
agreed that female students could do whatever male students could
do (Discrimination)
.
Academic expectations and standards are clear to students in this
school (Clarity) . In general, the academic process is viewed as
difficult or challenging, especially when compared with the difficulty
levels reported by students in other alternative high schools.
However, one- third of the students indicated they did not have to
pay careful attention to keep up in classes (Difficulty)
.
The communication processes designed to provide needed information
to students are viewed as relatively effective by students (Communi-
cation) . However, more than 40% of the students report that large
meetings get ''pretty confusing" and 65% of the students do not think
they miss much when they do not attend these meetings.
School policies describing what students are permitted to do when
not in class are only moderately clear to students (Limits) . While
only 28% of the students think that discipline is too loose at the
school, less than 60% of the students agree there are specific rules
they must obey. In addition, more than 80% of the students agree
that there are no serious consequences for cutting class.
Student peer groups in this environment generally encourage involvement
and success in school (Peer Influence). In addition, responsibilities
and difficulties from outside school are seen as only minor inter-
ferences with school work. Although 49% of the students agree that
"many things outside school interfere with my school work , only
18% of the students report that they lack the time and energy to
get their school work done (Extra-School Priorities)
.
In general, students feel only moderately handicapped by previous
academic deficiencies (Mis-Schooling) . No students report serious
difficulties with reading and writing, while 24% of the students
think that they have not developed sufficient math skills to keep
up with their current math programs.
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Student Perceptions
Students report that this school makes special efforts to help them
Is^tn (Outreach)
. In particular, they view their teachers as effec~
tive at encouraging them to participate in school (Teacher Effective-
ness) . For example, 90% of the students agree that their teachers
try to find out what students want to learn. However, 40%of the
students noted that their teachers sometimes let their classes become
"too relaxed."
This school is viewed as only moderately effective at resolving its
organizational difficulties (Problem-Solving)
. Although 61% of the
students agree that the school is good at solving its own problems,
only 32% of the students report that the school has solved most of
its problems. However, discrimination is not generally viewed as
a serious problem in the current environment. Nevertheless, 20%
of the students agree that the teachers seem to dislike students
like them (Discrimination)
.
Academic expectations and standards are relatively clear to students
in this school (Clarity). However, 40% of the students are not sure
whether it is permissable to miss a class. In general, students
rate this school as moderately difficult or challenging academically.
However, 40% of the students report that, overall, their classes are
easy (Difficulty)
.
School policies describing what students are permitted and expected
to do in this environment are not very clearly defined, according
to the students. More than 25% of the students think that discipline
is too loose at the school, and more than 75% of the students agree
that there are no serious consequences for cutting a class. Also,
approximately 50% of the students do not agree that the school has
specific rules they must obey.
Students feel moderately handicapped by previous academic deficiencies
(Mis-Schooling) . While 6% of the students report serious reading
and writing difficulties, 35% of the students report that they did
not develop sufficient skills in mathematics to keep up with their
current math programs. In addition, responsibilities and interests
from outside of school seem to interfere with school work in a minor
way for many students (Extra-School Priorities).
Student peer groups seem to generally support achievement and parti-
cipation in school. However, while more than 85% of the respondents
agree that "my friends think it’s good if I go to my classes," more
than 75% of the students have skipped classes with their friends
(Peer Influence)
.
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Students report that this school makes special efforts to help them
learn (Outreach). In particular, teachers in this school are viewed
as effective at encouraging participation in school (Teacher Effecti-
veness)
. For example, 80% of the students agree that their teachers
try to find out what students want to learn. Also, 75% of the students
report that their teachers get along well with students in their classes
This school is viewed as highly effective at resolving its organiza-
tional difficulties (Problem-Solving)
. More than three-quarters of
the students agree that the school has solved most of its problems.
In particular, discrimination is not generally viewed as a serious
problem in this environment. However, 37% of the students did not
think that female students were allowed to do everything the male
students could do (Discrimination).
School policies describing what students are permitted and expected
to do are well-defined and clear to students (Limits). Over 70% of
the students thought they could help decide about school rules, and
only 30% of the students felt that discipline was too loose in this
environment
.
Communication processes designed to provide information needed by
students are also viewed as highly effective by students. For example,
80% of the students report that they get the information they need
from meetings with their teachers. However, more than 40% of the
students agree that large meetings can get "pretty confusing"
(Communication)
.
Academic expectations and standards are generally clear to students
(Clarity) . However, 35% of the students are not sure if it is per-
missable to miss a class. In addition, the academic process is
viewed as difficult and challenging by students. 75% of the students
indicate that their homework load is greater in this school than in
previous schools, but 40% of the respondents agree that they can
get by without having to say much in class (Difficulty)
.
Students feel moderately handicapped by previous academic deficiencies
(Mis-Schooling) . Fourteen percent of the students report serious
difficulties with reading and writing, and 46% of the students do
not think they developed sufficient skills in mathematics in previous
schools to keep up with their current math programs. In addition,
responsibilities and interests from outside of the school interfere
in a minor way with school work. For example, 20% of the students
agree they do not have the time and energy to complete their school
work.
Student peer groups in this environment support participation and
progress in school. For example, 86% of the students report that
their friends think it is good if they go to their classes. Only
24% of the students report having cut class with friends (Peer
Influence)
.
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o Students report that this school makes adequate efforts to helpthem learn (Outreach). However, teachers are viewed as relatively
effective at encouraging participation in school (Teacher Effective-
ness). In particular, only 50% of the respondents agreed thattheir teachers talked to them after class when the students did not
understand the work. Also, 30% of the students said that their
teachers sometimes let their classes get "too relaxed." Nevertheless,
75% of the students agreed that their teachers try to find out what
they want to learn.
o This school is not viewed as particularly effective at resolving its
organizational difficulties (Problem-Solving). For example, 70% of
the students^ agreed that very few students try to solve school prob-
lems, and 40% of the students thought that some teachers did not
try to make this a really good school. However, discrimination is
not viewed as a major problem in the school, although 33% of the
students do not feel that they get treated with respect at school.
o School policies describing what students are permitted and expected
to do in this environment are not well-defined, according to students
(Limits). For example, 85% of the students said that nothing serious
happened to them if they cut class. Further, communication processes
designed to provide information needed by students are viewed as only
moderately effective (Communication). However, 100% of the students
agreed that there were clear ways for getting questions answered at
this school.
o Academic expectations and standards are relatively clear to students
(Clarity), although less than 60% of the students understand the
grading system in the school. In addition, the academic process is
not viewed as particularly difficult or challenging by students
(Difficulty). For example, 85% of the students reported that, overall,
their classes were easy.
o Students in this school feel moderately handicapped by previous academic
deficiencies (Mis-Schooling) . For example, 23% of the students report
serious difficulties with reading and writing and 41% do not feel
they had developed adequate math skills in previous schools. Further,
students report that responsibilities and interests from outside of
the school interfere with their school work. Although only 15% of
the students agree that they do not have the time and energy to finish
their school work, 70% of the students do not come to school when
they have something important to do outside of school.
o Student peer groups do not seem to value participation and achievement
in school. For example, only 31% of the students agree that their
friends want them to do well in school. Seventy-five percent of the
students said there was a difference between what the school and
their peer groups wanted them to do (Peer Influence)
.
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Students report that this school makes special efforts to help them
learn (Outreach). In particular, teachers are viewed as effective
at encouraging participation (Teacher Effectiveness). For example,
over 9Q/o of the students agree that their teachers try to find out
what students want to learn, and 100% of the students report that their
teachers get along well with students in their classes.
In general, this school is viewed as relatively effective at resolving
its organizational difficulties (Problem-Solving). However, only
24% of the students indicate that the school has solved most of its
problems. In particular, discrimination is not viewed as a serious
problem in this environment. The score of 2 on this variable Ccin be
attributed solely to student responses about their relationships with
students from different races. These statements do not provide
evidence of discrimination in this all-white student population
(Discrimination)
.
Communication processes designed to provide the information students
need are only moderately effective, according to the students
(Communication) . i!ore than 85% of the students agree that large
meetings become "pretty confusing" and more than half of the respon-
dents did not think, they would miss much if they did not attend these
meetings. In addition, more than 70% of the students said they did
not understand how their school worked after the first week of school.
School policies defining what students are permitted to do in this
environment are only moderately clear to students (Limits) . Although
86% of the students reported they could help decide about school rules,
only 55% of the students agreed that there were specific rules they
must obey. Further, approximately two- thirds of the students agreed
that there were no serious consequences for cutting a class. However,
80% of the students said that they knew what they were supposed to
do when they were not in class.
Academic expectations and standards are very clear to students in
this school (Clarity). In addition, the academic process is viewed
as relatively difficult or challenging (Difficulty). For example,
75% of the students report that they have to pay careful attention
to keep up in classes and only 25% of the students agree that, overall,
their classes are easy.
Student peer groups in this environment seem to encourage or value
achievement and active participation in school (Peer Influence)
.
In addition, responsibilities and interests from outside school do not seem
to interfere in a major way with school work. Although 35% of the
students agreed that many things interfered with school work, only
14% of the students reported that they do not have the time and
energy to complete school work (Extra—School Priorities) .
Students at this school do not feel seriously handicapped by previous
academic deficiencies (Mis-Schooling) . However, 45% of the respondents
reported that their previous schools did not teach them how to
wor
by themselves. In addition, 27% of the students did
not develop the
necessary math skills in previous schools that are needed
to succeed
in their current math curriculum.
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Appendix H
Highest and Lowest Scoring Schools
On Each ASES Variable
Outreach
Problem-Solving
Limits
Communication
Discrimination
Clarity
Difficulty
Teacher Effectiveness
Mis-Schooling
Peer Influence
Extra-School Priorities
Highest
01, 06, 12, 15, 16
17, 19, 20, 24, 26
29, 31
03, 04, 10, 15, 16
19, 26, 29
04, 05, 23, 26, 29
01, 03, 12, 15, 16
17, 24, 29
02, 06, 08, 09, 10
13, 16, 21, 30, 31
08, 10, 14, 30
15, 17, 26, 27, 28,
29, 31
02, 20, 21, 24, 25,
26, 27, 28, 29, 31
08, 15, 16, 18, 24,
28, 30
01, 04, 06, 12
,
13, 15
17, 19, 23, 26
,
27, 28
29, 31
02, 08, 14, 17
,
21, 22
24, 25, 28, 30
Lowest
02, 05, 08, 30
02, 08, 20, 22, 28,
30
08, 22, 28, 30
02, 08, 14, 20, 22,
25, 26, 28, 30, 31
All remaining schools
01, 03, 04, 06, 09,
11, 12, 13, 15, 16,
17, 19, 20, 21, 22,
25, 27, 29, 31
07, 08, 14, 24, 30
08, 10, 22
04, 09, 11, 12, 17,
23, 25, 27, 29
02, 03, 05, 08, 09', 14,
22, 24, 30
04, 10, 13, 23, 261
,
29
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DISTINGUISHED BETWEEN MARGINAL AND
OTHER LEARNERS
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School 01
LEARNERS ON THE MARGINS COMPARED WITH OTHER STUDENTS
462
This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Variable
l(.s- Schooling
ctreach
j:tra-School Priorities
]foblem Solving
r.f f iculty
Score For
Marginal Learners
10
13
8
12
10
Score For
Non-Marginal Learners
6
16
5
14
8
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False.
VARIABLE KEY M m
+s-Schooling
: 45) I never liked school much, and still don’t. T 67% 15%
. 26) The school I went to before helped me learn even when
I didn’t want to. F 67% 90%
37) I picked up some bad habits at my old school which
are hard to change now. T 56%
40%
itreach
. 20) Teachers at this school make special efforts to help
me learn.
T 33% 92%
.
50) There are not many classes I like at this school.
F 33% 89%
' 75) My teachers do not ask for suggestions about
how to
improve their classes.
F 67% 94%
463
VARIABLE KEY M NM
acra-School Priorities
: 16) Many things outside school interfere with my school
work. T 67% 35%
. 42) What I learn in school helps me solve problems
outside of school. F 44% 23%
. 82) My family helps me make sure my work gets done. F 33% 57%
>Dbleiii Solving
! 14) At this school, we have meetings which actually
solve school problems. T 22% 71%
1) The teachers who work with me most do not really
help me with my school problems. F 56% 83%
52) Very few students try to solve the problems in
our school. F 33% 48%
)f ficulty
18) Many of the homework assignments are too hard for me. T 33% 14%
*40) I have less homework at this school than I did at
my other school. F 56% 39%
3) I have to pay careful attention to keep up with my
classes
.
T 78% 62%
School 02
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This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Score For
Non-Marginal Learners
jtreach 11 14
larity 13 16
is-Schooling 7 4
xtra-School Priorities
Items
7
Showing Greatest Difference of Views
4
Variable
Score For
Marginal Learners
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perceptiun
VARIABLE
^treach
; 81) My teachers talk to me after class when I don’t
understand the school work.
75) My teachers do not ask for suggestions about how to
improve their classes.
23) My teachers don't help me because they have too
I
much to do.
Lar ity
77) I understand the grading system in this school.
19) I can find out exactly how well I am doing
in my
classes.
74) When I was a new student, it took a long time to
learn how to make a schedule and get credit at this
school.
= True; F = False
.
KEY M m
T 100% 82%
F 67% 55%
F 100% 91%
T 67% 100%
T 67% 91%
F 100% 82%
465
VARIABLE
.s-Schoollng
^37) I picked up some bad habits at my old school which
are hard to change now. T
^45) I never liked school much, and still don't. T
>
!55) I can read and write well enough to get along in
this school. F
.
ttra-School Priorities
i32) I go to school even when I have something important
outside school to do. F
.82) My family helps to make sure my school work gets done. F
.15) Because of other things I do, I do not have the time
and energy to get my school work done. T
n
0% 36%
33% 0%
33% 0%
100% 36%
0% 46%
33% 10%
!
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This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Score For
Non-Marginal Learners
lifficulty 10 4
lis-Schooling 10 6
xtra-School Priorities 8 5
is crimination 2 0
Variable
Score For
Marginal Learners
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False.
VARIABLE KEY M m
if ficulty
' 56) I can get by without having to say
here.
much in classes
F 100% 27%
3) I have to pay careful attention to
classes
.
keep up in my
T 100% 64%
87) My classes don't move fast enough for me. F 67% 90%
In this school responses were obtained from only 3 of the learners
on the margins.
However, this number represents 42% of all students responding.
This small number
of marginal respondents seriously limits how reliably one can
generalize from the
differences reported here. Nevertheless, it is important to
note what the
differences are between these two groups.
467
VARIABLE KEY M
^s-Schooling
'm I picked up some bad habits at my old school which are
hard to change now. T 0% 36%
45) I never liked school much, and still don't. T 33% 0%
:55) I can read and write well enough to get along
in this school. F 33% 0%
Itra-School Priorities
32) I go to school even when I have something important
outside school to do. F 100% 36%
82) My family helps to make sure my school work gets done. F 0% 46%
is crimination
8) The teachers seem to dislike students like me. T 0% 27%
54) I have been hassled at school by students who are
a different color than I am. T 33% 0%
I
School 04
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This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
^^^^^hles Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Variable
)f ficulty
t3-Schooling
Spmunication
Score For
Marginal Learners
10
7
11
Score For
Non-Marginal Learners
6
4
13
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True ; F = False
1
VARIABLE KEY M m
ifficulty
,’70) We have a lot of reading and writing in my classes. T 94% 67%
i67) My teachers make me work hard. T 56% 32%
i38) Overall, my classes are easy. F 50% 34%
^.-Schooling
i83) I learned enough math at my other school
with math classes here.
to keep up
F 69% 44%
'55) I can read and write well enough to
!
school.
get along in this
F 38% 6%
j45) I never liked school much, and still don 't.
T 38% 20%
VARIABLE
I nimunicatlon
My parents
more about
want this
my school
school to
work.
tell them'
'f
Large meetings
After my first
understood how
get pretty confusing here.
week in this school, I
the school worked.
School 05
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This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Variable
Score For
Marginal Learners
Score For
Non-Marginal Learners
Ut Reach 15 13
!.s-Schooling 4 6
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False.
VARIABLE KEY M NM
It Reach
20) Teachers at this school make
to help me learn.
special efforts
T 69% 84%
50) There are not many classes I
school.
like at this
F 75% 84%
81) My teachers talk to me after
understand the school work.
class when I don't
T 69% 61%
^s-Schooling
i 26) The school I went to before helped
me learn even
!
when I didn't want to.
; 22) I seem to have trouble getting
along in any school.
45) I never liked school much,
and still don't.
F 44% 79%
T 38% 16%
T 56% 37%
School 06
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This section reports
groups of students. Also,
by both groups are listed.
on scores showing differences among both
specific survey items perceived differently
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Variable
Score For Score For
Marginal Learners Non-Marginal Learners
Gt Reach 13 16
imits 12 9
is crimination 5 2
Larity 13
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
16
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False.
VARIABLE KEY M m
;treach
75) My teachers do not ask for suggestions about how
to improve their classes. F 46% 89%
5) If I*m feeling down about something, one of my
teachers is likely to notice. T 55% 82%
: 50) There are not many classes I like at this school. F 64% 85%
tmits
; 25) Nothing serious happens to me if I cut class
.
F 55% 27%
^ 17) Teachers don't seem to agree
this school.
about the rules at
F 100% 82%
'
73) Teachers here are strict but friendly. T 46% 28%
2 472
VARIABLE KEY M NM
)5crimination
;i 78) I think this school allows female students to do
everything the male students can do. F 46% 12%
= 54) I have been hassled at school by students who
are a different color than I am. T 40% 26%
8) The teachers seem to dislike students like me. T 36% 11%
Jarity
; 74) When I was a new student, it took a long time
to learn how to make a schedule and get credit
at this school. F 46% 92%
59) In some classes, I don't know what I am supposed
to do for homework. F 55% 89%
19) I can find out exactly how well I am doing in
my classes. T 73% 93%
School 07
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This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Variable
eacher Effectiveness
xtra-School Priorities
utreach
Score For
Marginal Learners
3
15
8
Score For
Non-Marginal Learners
14
4
15
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False.
VARIABLE KEY M ^
lacher Effectiveness
i46) I listen better when I’m in a
who is friendly.
class with a teacher
T 0% 95%
!30) The teachers who are friendly
don't help me learn in class.
with me outside class
F 50% 91%
39) I like having teachers who are like a friend to me. T 0% 86%
^In this school, responses were obtained from only two of the learners on the margins.
This number represents 5% of all students responding. This small number of marginal
i respondents seriously limits how reliably we can generalize from the
differences
reported here. Nevertheless, it is important to note what the differences are
between these two groups.
474
VARIABLE KEY M NM
ctra-School Priorities
66) I would do better in school if I didn’t have so
many problems with my family. 100% 21%
; 15) Because of other things I do, I do not have the
!
time and energy to get my school work done. 100% 24%
16) Many things outside school interfere with my
school work. T 100% 31%
itreach
20) Teachers at this
help me learn.
school make special efforts to
T 0% 93%
75) My teachers do not ask for suggestions about how
to improve their classes. F 0% 83%
School 08
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This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Variable
«ra-School Priorities
;ireach
irity
Score For
Marginal Learners
9
8
10
Score For
Non-Marginal Learners
2
13
14
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False.
VARIABLE
jra-School Priorities
1. What I learn in school helps me solve problems
outside of school.
). The jobs I have to do around my house do not
interfere with my school work.
ji. My family helps to make sure my school work
gets done.
KEY M m
F 69% 32%
F 59% 32%
F 59% 31%
476
VARIABLE K.EY M
reach
b
L
0 . If I'm feeling down about something, one of my teachers
is likely to notice.
T 63% 35%
A. My teachers do not pay attention when I need help
learning. F 65% 87%
|5. My teachers do not ask for suggestions about how to
improve their classes. F 41% 71%
jrity
.1. I know exactly how to get credit for my work. T 71% 92%
7
.
When a new term begins, it does not take long to find
out when and where my classes meet. T 56% 81%
7. I understand the grading system in this school. T 56% 83%
School 09
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This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Score For Score For
Variable Marginal Learners Non-Marginal Learners
is-Schooling 6 3
Utreach 14 16
if ficulty 9 7
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False.
VARIABLE KEY M m
Ils-Schooling
! 37) I picked up some bad habits
are hard to change now.
at my old school which
T 71% 0%
. 45) I never liked school much, and still don’t. T 71% 44%
1 In this school, responses were obtained from seven of the learners on the margins.
I However, this number represents 29% of all students responding. This
small number
Jof marginal respondents seriously limits how reliably one can
generalize from the
(differences reported here. Nevertheless, it is important to note what t e
(differences are between these two groups.
VARIABLE KEY
Outreach
20) Teachers at this school make special efforts to help
me learn.
I
, 23) My teachers don't help me because they have too much
( to do.
71) My teachers try to find out what I want to learn.
.Difficulty
I
3) I have to
classes
.
56) I can get
here.
pay careful attention to keep up in my
by without having to say much in classes
M NM
T 71% 100%
F 71% 100%
T 71% 100%
T 57% 88%
F 86% 53%
School 10
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^
This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Variable
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Score For
Marginal Learners
Score For
Non-Marginal Learners
Extra-School Priorities 8 3
jMis-Schooling 8 5
Peer Influence 7 10
communication 14 12
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False.
VARIABLE KEY M NM
jxtra-School Priorities
32) I go to school
to do
.
even when I have something important
F 100% 32%
64) During school,
thinking about
I often lose interest because I am
other problems. T 100% 59%
In this school, responses were obtained from three of the learners on the margins.
;
This number represents 6% of all students responding. This small number of marginal
respondents seriously limits how reliably one can generalize from the differences
reported here. Nevertheless, it is important to note what the differences are
between
these two groups.
VARIABLE KEY M
is-Schooling
1
37)
r
l
I picked up some bad habits at my old school which
are hard to change now. T 0% 46%
45)
1
I never liked school much, and still don't. T 67% 39%
,eer ;
f
Influence
53) I have skipped a class to go somewhere with my friends. F 0% 52%
:
58) There's a difference between what the school says we
should do and what my friends and I really want to do. F 0% 43%
onnnunication
;
28) If I did not go to a meeting for all the students, I
would miss a lot. T 33% 64%
61) After my first week in this school, I understood how
the school worked. T 100% 76%
I School 11
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This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
1
1
Variable
Score For Score For
Marginal Learners Non-Marginal Learners
1|?roblem-Solving 13 11
Teacher Effectiveness 16 lA
(lis-Schooling 6 A
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False
VARIABLE KEY M m
problem-•Solving
10) Some teachers don't try to make this a really good
school. F 71% 93%
When someone misses a lot of classes, the teachers
don't seem to do much about it. F 86% 67%
:eacher Effectiveness
31) My teachers sometimes let their classes get too relaxed. F 85% 57%
CM I think teachers have to work too hard at this school. F 79% 62%
Jis-Schooling
' 37) I picked up some bad habits at my old school which are
I hard to change now. T 50% 29%
83) I learned enough math at my other schools to keep up
with math classes here. F 39%
22%
School 12
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This section reports on scores showing differences among bothgroups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differentlyby both groups are listed.
' Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
I
^
Variable
Score For Score For
Marginal Learners Non-Marginal Learner
Outreach 12 16
i
Communication
1
10 15
1|Mis-Schooling 6 2
lExtra-School Priorities 9 4
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False.
VARIABLE KEY M m
putreach
' 23)
1
My teachers don’t help me becasue
much to do.
they have too
F 0% 93%
1 50) There are not many classes I like at this school. F 50% 85%
,
In this school, responses were obtained from two of the marginal learners. This
' number represents 5% of all students responding. This small number of marginal
I
respondents seriously limits how reliably one can generalize from the differences
I reported here. Nevertheless, it is important to note what the differences are
' between these two groups.
483
VARIABLE
M
Ponmunication
28)
1
If I did not go to a meeting for all the students,
I would miss a lot. T 0% 76%
62)
1
This school is so confusing it is hard to find out
what is going on. F 50% 95%
l^s-Schooling
;
68) The things I learned at my other school help me learn
at this school. F 100% 39%
83) I learned enough math at my other schools to keep up
with math classes here. F 100% 39%
£xtra-•School Priorities
16) Many things outside school interfere with my school
work. T 100% 33%
66) I would do better in school if I didn't have so many
problems with my family. T 100% 42%
82) My family helps to make sure my school work gets done. F 100% 47%
School 14
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This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Score For
Non-Marginal Learners
16
difficulty 3 -j
txtra-School Priorities 10 6
I Score For
I
Variable Marginal Learners
I
(dutreach 11
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False.
i
VARIABLE KEY M m
i)utreach
1
5) If I am feeling down about something, one of
teachers is likely to notice.
my
T 40% 100%
20)
1
1
Teachers at this school make special efforts
me learn.
to help
T 25% 71%
' 75)
1
My teachers do not ask for suggestions about
improve their classes.
how to
F 60% 93%
|df ficulty
56) I can get by without having to say much in classes here. F 20% 71%
00 My classes don't move fast enough for me. F 60% 85%
I
I
2 485
VARIABLE M NM
jxtra-School Priorities
1 32)
1
I go to school even when I have
to do outside of school.
something important
F 80% 57%
49) The jobs 1 have to do around my
with my school work.
house do not intefere
F 40% 14%
64) During school, I often lose interest because I am thinking
about otlier problems. T 100% 57%
1I
[
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This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
1
1
Variable
!
Score For
Marginal Learners
Score For
Non-Marginal Learners
1
Outreach 14 16
Communication 12 15
Difficulty
i
7 9
Extra-School Priorities
' I terns
7
Showing Greatest Difference of Views
4
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False.
VARIABLE KEY M m
Outreach
1
5)
1
If I am feeling down about something, one of my teachers
is likely to notice. T 55%
90%
20)
1
Teachers at this school make special efforts to help me
learn. T
55% 90%
i 75)
(
My teachers do not ask for suggestions about how to
improve their classes. F
73% 93%
Communication
I
24)
1
There are clear ways for getting questions answered
at
this school.
T 55% 90%
!
28)
1
If I did not go to a meeting for all the students,
I
would miss a lot.
T 36% 76%
. 69) I get the information I need from
meetings with my
T 46% 95%
teachers
.
487
VARIABLE
|Di£ficulty
38) Overall my classes are easy.
KEY
F
i 70) We have a lot of reading and writing in my classes. T
j
Ex ra-School Priorities
i
15) Because of other things I do, I do not have the time
and energy to get my school work done. T
1
42) What I learn in school helps me solve problems outside
of school. F
M
27% 63%
55% 63%
27% 15%
36% 13%
I
I
I
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This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Variable
I
Limits
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Score For
Marginal Learners
11
Score For
Non-Marginal Learners
13
Discrimination
Difficulty 10 13
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
VARIABLE
Limits
25) Nothing serious happens to me if I cut a class.
47) I know what I am supposed to do when I am not in class.
Discrimination
36) I get along well in school with students who are a
different color than I am.
84) At this school, I get treated with respect.
Difficulty
3) I have to pay careful attention to keep up
in my classe
18) Many of the homework assignments are too
hard for me.
True; F = False
.
.EY M m
F 46% 71%
T 67% 86%
F 21% 5%
F 33% 13%
T 86% 67%
T 25% 0%
38) Overall my classes are easy.
F 61% 83%
School 18
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This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Score For Score For
Variable Marginal Learners Non-Marginal Learner
Outreach 11 16
Clarity 10 15
Teacher Effectiveness 11 14
Extra-School Priorities 9 5
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False
.
VARIABLE KEY M m
Outreach
5) If I am feeling down about something, one of my teachers
is likely to notice. T 40% 71%
75) My teachers do not ask for suggestions about how to
improve their classes. F 60% 100%
81) My teachers talk to me after class when I don t
understand the school work. T 40%
86%
Clarity
12) I'm still not sure how to change my class schedule.
F 40% 91%
74) When I was a new student, it took a long time
to learn
how to make a schedule and get credit at this school.
F 40% 81%
77) I understand the grading system in this
school. T 60% 91%
I
490
VARIABLE KEY M
Teacher Effectiveness
30) The teachers who are friendly with me outside class
don't help me learn in class. F 60% 95%
41) I don't like it when a teacher questions me about my
personal problems. F 20% 57%
Extra- School Priorities
15) Because of other things I do, I do not have the time
and energy to get my school work done. T 80% 19%
42) What I learn in school helps me solve problems outside
of school.
F 60% 19%
82) My family helps me to make sure my school work gets done . F 40% 62%
School 19
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This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed. ^
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Variable
Score For
Marginal Learners
Score For
Non-Marginal Learners
Extra-School Priorities 8 4
Problem Solving 12 15
Outreach 14 16
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False.
VARIABLE KEY M m
Extra-School Priorities
42) What I learn in school helps me solve problems outside
of school. F
36% 17%
32) I go to school even when I have something important
outside school to do. F 55%
43%
66) I would do better in school if I didn’t have so many
problems with my family. T 46%
23%
Problem Solving
10) Some teachers don’t try to make this a good
school. F 46% 87%
44) I think this school is good at solving its
own problems. T 55% 84%
9) When someone misses a lot of classes,
the teachers
can’t seem to do much about it.
F 55% 75%
492
VARIABLE
Outreach
50) There are not many classes I like at this school.
20) Teachers at this school make special efforts to help
me learn.
My teachers don’t help me because they have too much
to do.
KEY M m
F 55% 82%
T 55% 78%
F 73% 92%
23)
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This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Variable
Score For Score For
Marginal Learners Non-Marginal Learners
Problem Solving 7 9
Outreach 15 16
Limits 8 9
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False.
VARIABLE KEY M m
Problem Solving
10) Some teachers don’t try to make this a really good
school
.
F 67% 49%
1) The teachers who work with me most do not really help
me with my school problems. F 64% 78%
44) I think this school is good at solving its own problems. T 45% 38%
Outreach
50) There are not many classes I like at this school. F
84% 79%
23) My teachers don't help me because they have too much
to do.
F 96% 92%
34) j4y teachers do not pay attention when I need help
learning. F
88% 92%
I
VARIABLE
494
key m nm
Nothing serious happens to me if
I cut a class.
At this school, we have
specific rules we have to
obey.
Teachers here are strict but
friendly.
F 3?% 13%
T 59% ^1%
T 30% 17%
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I
This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
I
by both groups are listed.
I
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
I
I
Variable
Score For
Marginal Learners
Score For
Non-Marginal Learners
problem Solving 9 13
Communication 11 14
1
illari ty 13 16
feer Influence 7 10
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
1 comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
i
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False
.
1
VARIABLE KEY M m
problem Solving
44) I think this school is good at solving its own problems. T 54% 197o
;
1)
1
1
The teachers who work with me most do not really help me
with my school problems. F 62% 197o
' 14)
1
At this school, we have meetings which actually solve
school problems. T 39% 54%
'Communication
28) If I did not go to a meeting for all the students, I
would miss a lot. T 25%
45%
! 24) There are clear ways of getting questions answered at
this school.
T 69% 85%
11) Large meetings are pretty confusing here.
F 54% 69%
496
VARIABLE KEY
Clarity
12) I*m still not sure how to change my class schedule. F. 62% 85%
74) When I was a new student, it took a long time to learn
how to make a schedule and get credit at this school. F 58% 75%
7) I’m not sure if it is really OK to miss a class. F 54% 69%
iPeer Influence
35) I might do better in school if I went around with a
different group. F 58% 89%
85) I get into trouble at school when I do whay my friends
want to do. F 58% 86%
00m There’s a difference between what the school says we
should do and what my friends and I really want to do. F 23% 35%
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This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Score For Score For
Variable Marginal Learners Non-Marginal Learners
Mis-Schooling 10 5
Extra-School Priorities 12 7
Peer Influence 6 10
Dis crimination 3 0
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False.
VARIABLE KEY M m
Mis-Schooling
22) I seem to have trouble getting along in school. T 56% 8%
45) I never liked school much, and still don't. T 72% 24%
i
68)
1
1
\
The things I learned at my other school help me
learn at this school. F 71% 43%
Extra-School Priorities
15) Because of other things I do, I do not have the time
and energy to get my school work done. T 72% 35%
42) What I learn in school helps me solve problems
outside of school. F 56% 22%
49) The jobs I have to do around my house do not
intefere with my school work. F 44% 11%
I
498
VARIABLE KEY M NM
Peer Influence
51) My friends think it's good if I go to my classes. T. 44% 87%
13) My friends want me to do well in school. T 50% 83%
85) I get into trouble at school when I do what my
friends want to do. F 65% 90%
Discrimination
48) If I make mistakes in class, people laugh at me. T 39% 16%
8) The teachers seem to dislike students like me. T 44% 13%
84) At this school, I get treated with respect. F 33% 16%
I
I
1
I
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This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Score For Score For
Variable Marginal Learners Non-Marginal Learner
Outreach 11 14
Communication 11 14
Clarity 12 15
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False
.
VARIABLE KEY M
Du treach
5) If I'm feeling down about something, one of my
teachers is likely to notice. T 27% 56%
81) My teachers talk to me after class when I don't
understand the school work. T 55% 79%
50) There are not many classes I like at this school. F 64% 84%
Communication
28) If I did not go to a meeting for all the students,
I would miss a lot. T 18%
68%
79) My parents want this school to tell them more about
my school work. F
73% 48%
11) Large meetings get pretty confusing here.
F 60% 82%
VARIABLES
Clarity
7) I'm not sure if it is rpaiiir nv *.’^ea ly OK to miss a class.
I ^-"8 i"
-y
72) When
find
a new term begins, it
out when and where my
does not take long
classes meet.
to
500
KEY M NM
27% 6A%
64% 90%
64% 88%
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This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Score For Score For
1 Variable Marginal Learners Non-Marginal Learner
Extra-School Priorities 11 6
Limits 12 9
Problem Solving 14 12
Clarity
I terns
13
Showing Greatest Difference of Views
15
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False.
VARIABLE KEY M m
[Extra School Priorities
42) What I learn in school helps me solve problems
outside of school. F 67% 27%
1
64) During school, I often lose interest because
I am thinking about other problems. T 67% 43%
32) I go to school even when I have something
important outside school to do. F 83% 52%
1
Limits
33) At this school, we have specific rules we have to
obey. T
83% 46%
!
I can help decide about school rules. T
17% 49%
]
25) Nothing serious happens to me if I cut a class.
F 50% 19%
VARIABLES pY M NM
Problem
52)
Solving
Very few students try to solve problems in our school. ?' 83% 56%
14) At this school, we have meetings which actually solve
school problems. T 33% 55%
1) The teachers who work with me most do not really help
me with my school problems. F 100% 83%
Clarity
7) I'm not sure if it is really OK to miss a class. F 17% 58%
72) When a new term begins, it does not take long to find
out when and where my classes meet. T 50% 89%
77) I understand the grading system in this school. T 83% 100%
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This section reports on scores showing differences among botli
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Variable
Score For
Marginal Learners
Score For
Non-Marginal Learners
Mis-Schooling 9 4
Problem-Solving 9 12
Communication 8 11
Extra-School Priorities
I terns
9
Showing Greatest Difference of Views
6
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students
.
The answer key is T = True; F = False
.
VARIABLE KEY M m
Mis-Schooling
83) I learned enough math at my
up with math classes here.
other schools to keep
F 80% 16%
37) I picked up some bad habits
are hard to change now.
at my old school which
T 80% 21%
45) I never liked school much. and still don ' t
.
T 40% 14%
In this school, responses were obtained from only 5 of the learners on the
margins.
This number represents 10% of all students responding. This small number
of margina
respondents seriously limits how reliably one can generalize from the
differences
reported here. Nevertheless, it is important to note what the
differences are
between these two groups.
504
VARIABLE M
Problem Solving
27) I tell a teacher when I think something is wrong
in school. T 40% 77%
14) At this school, we have meetings which actually solve
school problems. T 40% 75%
1
The teachers who work with me most do not really help with
my school problems. F 60% 86%
tCommunication
11) Large meetings get pretty confusing here. F 20% 48%
61) After my first week in this school, I understood
how the school worked. T 20% 43%
62)
1
This school is so confusing it is hard to find out
what is going on. F 80% 96%
jExtra School Priorities
t
16) Many things outside school interfere with my school
work. T 80% 40%
,
32) I go to school even when I have something important
outside school to do. F 80% 43%
1 15)
1
j
1
1
1
Because of other things I do, I do not have the time
and energy to get my work done. T 40% 11%
I
I
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This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Vipw«?
Score For Score For
Variable Marginal Learners Non-Marginal Learners
Extra-School Priorities 6 1
Problem Solving 11 15
1
1
jlimits
1
11 15
Peer Influence 9 12
)
1 Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False.
VARIABLE KEY M m
Extra-School Priorities
32)
1
I go to school even when I have something important
outside school to do. F 57% 11%
15 ) Because of other things I do, I do not have the time
and energy to get my school work done. T 57%
19%
1
: 66) I would do better in school if I didn’t have so many
problems with my family. T 0%
16%
Problem Solving
52) Very few students try to solve the problems in
our
school.
F 43% 81%
27)
1
I tell a teacher when I think something is wrong
in
school.
T 29% 92%
1
14)
i
At this school, we have meetings which actually
solve
school problems.
T 57% 92%
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VARIABLE
Limits
KEY M NM
4) I can help decide about school rules. T ' 50% 87%
33) At this school, we have specific rules we have to obey. T 67% 95%
25) Nothing serious happens to me if I cut a class. F 57% 76%
Peer Influence
88) I do my homework and study, with my friends. T 14% 62%
53) I have skipped a class to go somewhere with my friends. F 100% 60%
85) I get into trouble at school when I do
want to do
.
what my friends
F 50% 89%
School 27
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This section reports on scores showing differences among bothgroups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differentlyby both groups are listed.
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Score For Score For
Marginal Learners Non-Marginal Learners
Problem Solving 9 12
Communication 10 13
Difficulty 10 13
Teacher Effectiveness 13 16
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
, between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False
.
1:
u
VARIABLE KEY M m
iProblem Solving
ii
At this school, we have meetings which actually
solve school problems. T 23% 57%
!
27)
1
I tell a teacher when I think something is wrong
in school. T 54% 75%
1
44)
1
I think this school is good at solving its own
problems
.
T 54% 68%
1
iCommuni ca tion
j
69) I get the information I need from meetings with my
teachers
.
T 50% 83%
1
1 79)
1
My parents want this school to tell them more
about
my school work.
F 58% 71%
, 63) Noone lets me know when the room or time changes for
my classes. F 85% 97%
508
VARIABLE KEY M
Difficulty
40) I have less homework at this school than I did at my
other school. F 69% 86%
56) I can get by without having to say much in classes
here. F 58% 71%
Teacher Effectiveness
41) I don’t like it when a teacher questions me about my
personal problems. F 58% 85%
31) My teachers sometimes let their classes get too
relaxed. F 58% 75%
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This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Score For Score For
Variable Marginal Learners Non-Marginal Learners
Discrimination 3 0
Limits 10 8
Extra-School Priorities 10 6
Communication 8 10
Items Shoving Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False.
VARIABLE KEY M m
Discrimination
8) The teachers seem to dislike students like me.
T 44% 15%
65) In my classes, other students get more attention
and help than I do.
T 33% 15%
84) At this school, I get treated with respect.
F 33% 4%
Limits
17) Teachers don’t seem to agree about the
rules at this
school.
F 44% 70%
29) I think discipline is too loose at
this school. F 89% 70%
33) At this school, we have specific
rules we have to obey. T 67%
50%
510
VARIABLE
Extra- School Priorities KEY M
15) Because of other things I do, I do not have the time
and energy to get my school work done. T 56% 27%
64) During school I often lose interest because I’m
thinking about other problems. T 63% 44%
66) I would do better in school if I didn't have so many
problems with my family. T 56% 33%
Communication
61) After my first week in this school, I understood how
the school worked. T 44% 61%
62) This school is so confusing it is hard to find out
what is going on. F 56% 84%
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This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Variable
Problem-Solving
I
Extra-School Priorities
I
i
I
I
1
Score For
Marginal Learners
14
4
Score For
Non-Marginal Learners
16
1
!
»
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
' of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
j
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
1 between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False.
VARIABLE KEY M
Problem-Solving
14) At this school, we have meetings which actually
solve school problems. T 84% 77%
27) I tell a teacher when I think something is wrong
in school. T 64% 79%
Extra-School Priorities
16) Many things outside school intefere with my school
work. T 44% 21%
32) I go to school even when I have something important
outside school to do. F 44% 27%
66) I would do better in school if I didn't have so many
problems with my family. T 60% 24%
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This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Variable
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Score For
Marginal Learners
Score For
Non-Marginal Learners
Discrimination 7 1
Difficulty 11 6
Mis-Schooling 12 5
Peer Influence 11 5
Extra-School Priorities 13 7
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False.
VARIABLE KEY M
Dis crimination
36) I get along well in school with students who
are different color than I am. F 0% 60%
48) If I make mistakes in class, people laugh at me. T 33% 0%
65) In my classes, other students get more attention
and help than I do. T 33% 0%
84) At this school, I get treated with respect. F 67% 22%
Difficulty
3) I have to pay careful attention to keep up in my class. T 33% 60%
40) I have less homework at this school than I did at my
other school. F 66% 30%
56) I can get by without having to say much in classes here. F 100% 30%
70) We have a lot of reading and writing in my classes. T 100%
67%
87) My classes don't move fast enough for me. F
33% 67%
513
VARIABLE KEY M
Mis-Schooling
37) I picked some bad habits at my old school which
are hard to change now. T 67% 30%
45) I never liked school much, and still don't. T 67% 30%
55) I can read and write well enough to get along in
this school. F 67% 10%
Peer Influence
51) My friends think it's good if I go to my classes. T 67% 20%
88) I do my homework and study with my friends. T 0% 44%
Extra-School Priorities
15) Because of other things I do, I do not have the
time and energy to get my school. work done
.
T 33% 10%
49) The jobs I have to do around my house do not
intefere with my school work. F 100% 33%
82) family helps to make sure my school work gets done. F 67% 33%
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This section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed.
Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views
Variable
Score For
Marginal Learners
Score For
Non-Marginal Learners
Problem-Solving 6 14
Difficulty 5 14
Peer Influence 6 14
Extra-School Priorities 11 3
Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views
The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False.
VARIABLE KEY M m
Problem-Solving
1) The teachers who work with me most do not really
help me with my school problems. F 25% 89%
14) At this school, we have meetings which actually
solve school problems. T 0% 82%
this school, responses were obtained from only 4 of the learners on
the margins.
This number represente 7% of all students responding. This small number
of marginal
respondents seriously limits how reliably one can generalize from the
differences
reported here. Nevertheless, it is important to ngte what the
differences are
between these two groups.
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VARIABLE
M
Difficulty
3) I have to pay careful attention to keep up in my classes. T • 25% 78%
38) Overall, my classes are easy. F 25% 78%
56) I can get by without having to say much in classes
here. F 25% 76%
67) My teachers make me work hard. T 25% 72%
Peer Influence
1
35)
)
I might do better in school if I went around with a
different group. F 50% 91%
1
I have skipped a class to go somewhere with my friends. F 0% 48%
00in There's a difference between what the school says we
should do and what my friends and I really want to do. F 25% 80%
1
85)
i
I get into trouble at school when I do what my friends
want to do. F 50% 94%
• 86) My friends help me solve problems I am having with
teachers
.
T 25% 70%
1 Extra-School Priorities
“>
J
Because of other things I do, I do not have the time and
energy to get my school work done. T 75% 9%
16) Many things outside school interfere with my school work. T 100% 30%
64) During school, I often lose interest because I am
thinking about other problems. T 75% 24%
CMOO My family helps to make sure my school work gets done. F 100% 67%

